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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Statement of Work (SOW) describes the requirements for a Remediation Contractor
(RC) to provide certain remedial actioné at Area of Concern (Area) 29, former Fire Training Area,
at the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) William J. Hughes Technical Center (Technical
Center) at the Atlantic City International Airport, New Jersey. The remedial actions consist of
excavation or implementation of In-Situ Thermal Remediation (ISTR) to address benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX) impacted soil. If excavation is utilized, contaminated soil
exceeding applicable cleanup criteria shall be disposed offsite. Additional project elements
include decommissioning and/or demolition/abandonment of existing infrastructure and
replacement of extraction and monitoring wells. This SOW includes a description of the required
work and other relevant materials or information to assist the RC in preparing a bid proposal.
Upon award of the project, the RC shall be fully responsible for ensuring that the work is completed
in accordance with applicable permits, regulations, and Bid Documents (including the Project

Plans and Project Specifications).
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2.0 BACKGROUND

2.1 Site Description

Area 29 is located northeast of the Atlantic City International Airport runways and
southwest of White Horse Pike. The site was constructed in the early 1970s for the training of
airport firefighting personnel. The facility consisted of a circular burn area approximately 150 feet
in diameter, a small concrete burnpad, two aboveground fuel tanks on a small hill, and two
underground tanks for the collection of runoff from the burn pads. Full-scale aircraft test burns
were conducted on the large circular burn area, while smaller fuel fires were extinguished on the
concrete pad. An underground drain systerh was used to collect runoff from the circular burn area
and divert it to a 10,000-gallon underground circular storage tank. Runoff from the concrete pad
was collected in a 5,000-gallon underground storage tank (UST). Both of the USTs were emptied,
removed, and disposed of off-site in an environmentally safe manner in December 1988.

Site geology and hydrogeology play a major role in understanding contaminant fate and
migration at Area 29. Soil contamination at Area 29 is limited to a perched groundwater area.
Generally, the upper 10 to 22 feet of soil within the perched water zone of Area 29 is dominated
by fine to medium sands. In some areas, this upper sand unit contains appreciable mounts of silt.
Beneath this perched zone, a clayey-silt layer up to 18 feet thick occurs, which pinches out in all
directions beyond the triangular-shaped area defined by the dirt roads that outline the central area
of the site. This clayey-silt layer is generally bowl-shaped and thickest in the center of the site.

Inﬁltration of precipitation and runoff above the local low-permeability clayey-silt layer
beneath the site results in a discontinuous shallow zone of saturation and mounded, perched water
table that is 3 to 6 feet below ground surface. Natural groundwater flow in this perched zone is
radially outward from the center of the site. Monitoring wells completed in the deeper groundwater
system below the clayey-silt layer have water levels 14 to 16 feet below ground surface. This
system is locally confined, but is an unconfined water table aquifer beyond the clayey-silt layer
and perched water. Flow in this unconfined aquifer is generally to the east beneath the site,
including the area of the infiltration gallery. Data from pumping tests conducted in the perched
and unconfined aquifers suggest the hydraulic communication between the two systems is

extremely limited.

2.2 Environmental Conditions and Objectives

The Area 29 ROD was signed on September 20, 1996, documenting a remedy that included
the excavation and off-site disposal of soil contaminated by polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and
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total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPHs), and the extraction and treatment of VOC-contaminated
perched groundwater. Excavation and off-site disposal of 4,041 cubic yards of contaminated
material was completed in 2001. The soil remediation activities were conducted based on a soil
PCBG cleanup level of 2 parts per million (ppm) and a TPH cleanup level of 10,000 ppm.
Demolition, removal and off-site disposal of debris from the circular burn pad and the former
concrete pad was also completed. The groundwater treatment system became operational in July
2004. The ROD based cleanup levels BTEX in groundwater are 1 part per billion (ppb), 5 ppb, 5
ppb, and 2 ppb, respectively. _

In order to enhance the groundwater remediation of BTEX at Area 29, surfactants were
applied at the site as part of a pilot-scale Iz;rogram in 2011 and 2’013. Following the pilot-scale
testing, total VOC levels in the treatment system influent decreased from an average of
approximately 150 ppb to less than 50 ppb. Since 2012, only one monitoring well, 29-MW7S, has
exhibited contaminants above ROD-based éleanup goals.

Based on a review of the groundwafer monitoring data collected following the pilot-scale
testing, it was suspected that residual soil contamination could be contributing to the continued
presence o;f BTEX in groundwater extracted from the site. Following a review of historical data,
investigations were conducted in early 2014 to determine if residual soil contamination could be
contributing to groundwater impacts as éiiscussed in the associated Remedial Enhancement
Investigation (REI) Report (TRC, August 2014). The REI evaluated the possible presence of
residual BTEX contamination in soils in two distinct areas of the site: the former underground
piping, which transported fuel from the two former aboveground storage tanks to the large burn
pad (referred to as the Western Grid area), and the former 10,000-gallon underground storage tank
area, which received waste runoff from the large burn pad (referred to as the Eastern Grid area).
Therefore, additional Geoprobe® soil and groundwater sampling was conducted in these two
targeted areas. The REI results indicated that residual BTEX soil contamination is located to the
southwest of the pilot-scale surfactant application areas and is continuing to act as a source of
groundwater impacts to the Western Grid area. Soil BTEX contamination in the southern portion
of the Eastern Grid and Western Grid areas and continued detections »of elevated BTEX levels' in
groundwater remain within the Eastern aﬁd Western Grids, indicating that additional remediation
of these areas would be required before the site can be closed out under the Superfund program.

A review of the REI data, however, indicated that two BTEX data gap areas remained:

1)  The southern and eastern borders of the Eastern Grid area (east of the former circular

burn pad); and
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2) The area between the Eastern Grid and Western Grid (located in the center of the
former circular burn pad area). .

These areas were more fully delineated as part of late 2014 field investigation efforts discussed in

an associated Data Gap Investigation and Engineering Evaluation Report (DGI & EE) (TRC,
January 2015). Results indicated that significant soil BTEX contamination did not extend into
these areas. _

The presence of perfluorinated chemicals (PFCs) in groundwater at Area 29 was identified
following a 2013 NJDEP report that presentéd the results of a statewide study of PFCs in 29 public
water supplies, including ACMUA’s Upper and Lower Atlantic City Reservoirs, and two rounds
of subsequent surface water and groundwater sampling conducted at the Technical Center by the
FAA in 2014. PFCs are water soluble, persistent and bioaccumulative compounds that are found
in consumer products and aqueous film forming foams (AFFF) used in firefighting foams. The

presence of PFCs at Area 29 is likely attributable to its former use as a fire training area.

23 Remedial Technology Selection

One of the objectives of the DGI & EE mentioned in Section 2.2 was to identify viable and
cost-effective remedial technologies for addressing BTEX impacts remaining at Area 29. To
achieve this objective, the DGI & EE included an initial assessment of baseline site conditions
(including the nature and extent of the fuel oil contamination) by performing a comprehensive
review of historical data, and the targeted field investigations. Based on the information obtained
in those tasks, the DGI & EE incorporated a technical review and an engineering evaluation df
potentially suitable options for remediation of the BTEX-impacted soil at Area 29. TRC
recommended one ex-situ remedy — excavation — and one in-situ remedy — ISTR. Furthermore,
TRC recommended that designs be develéped for both options, in order for FAA to be able to
solicit bids for both options and help ensuré the most suitable/cost-effective alternative is
implemented. As part of the excavation-based remedy, petroleum-impacted soil would be
disposed or reused offsite at an approved location/facility. The ISTR based approach would
consist of some type of electrical heatir'xg of the subsurface. Demolition/decommissioning or

certain site features/components at Area 29 is also proposed.



3.0 REQUIREMENTS

3.1 General Requirements

3.1.1 Pollution Liability Insurance

The RC shall submit original proof plus three copies of the Contractor’s insurability
certificate for Pollution Liability Insurance (PLI). No facsimile copies will be acceptable. This
certificate shall reflect that the Contractor has complied with the carrier’s audit procedures for PLI.
These audit procedures may include: RC’s financial and loss information, copy of the record of
decision, bid/proposal specifications, etc. The Contractor shall obtain $2,000,000.00 of PLI,
$200,000.00 per occurrence, with the Technical Center named as additional insured. The
insurance certificate shall be provided 30 days prior to the RC mobilization to the Site. The
submittal shall occur as part of the bid submittal package. Failure to provide proof of coverage or

proof of $2,000,000.00 PLI is cause for rejection of this bid by the Government.

3.1.2 Permits. Fees, Certifications and Permit Fines

The RC shall obtain and maintain the applicable permits, permit equivalencies, and the
required certifications, and pay the appropriate fees, as required for the performance and execution
of this SOW.

The RC shall coordinate with the FAA’s Resident Engineer (RE) when applying for any
applicable/required permits.

The RC shall ensure that all required permits and certifications are transferred or obtained
within the required timeframe. Copies of all applicable permits and certifications shall be provided
to the RE.

The RC shall pay any fines levied against the FAA as a result of permit violations
attributable to RC negligence.

3.1.3 Use of Consultants or Subcontractors

Notwithstanding any provisions of this SOW, the use of consultants or subcontractor
services may be subject to prior written appfoval of the RE.

The RC shall describe, in detail; the services to be performed and shall provide resumes
and references of the consultant or subcontractor for approval by the RE prior to the work identified

being performed, or as otherwise required in the submittal procedures of the Technical

Specifications.
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The RC shall be responsible for preparing two way memo lines, and all subcontracts and

purchase orders for work performed.

3.1.4 General Conditions

All work for this project shall be completed in accordance with applicable health and safety

requirements and environmental protection requirements contained in Specification Sections

01560, 01740, and other applicable sections. Existing property shall be protected from damage

during execution of the work and repaired at the Contractor’s expense. Air quality monitoring and

dust, odor and noise control/mitigation shall be furnished during the project, as specified.

32 Specific Project Elements for Excavation Remedial Alternative (If Selected)

3.2.1 Excavation Project Site Preparations

The site shall be prepared as described in the Bid Documents prior to performing
excavation of contaminated (BTEX-impacted) soils and materials. These activities shall include:
installing sedimentation and erosion controls, placing site trailers, installing temporary utilities,
completing pre-excavation surveys, setting temporary sanitary facilities, and installing
decontamination facilities. Prior to soil excavation activities a private utility mark-out contractor
shall be utilized to locate any utilities in the excavation area.

In order to secure the excavation area, orange safety fencing shall be placed around the
perimeter of the excavation area. The orange safety fencing shall be secured where possible during
the work day and completely encircle the excavation during nights and weekends when no
activities are ongoing. Erosion controls and stormwater management measures shall be installed
as indicated on the Project Plans.

Prior to exiting the work site, all trucks and construction equipment shall be
decontaminated at a decontamination pad to be constructed as indicated on the Project Plans.
Equipment and vehicles shall be decontaminated with a pressure washer or steam cleaner. Water
from the decontamination pad shall be collected in a frac tank and periodically transferred to the
Area 29 treatment plant for treatment and disposal. In some cases, pre-treatment may be required.

As early as possible prior to beginning excavation, the RC shall initiate dewatering
activities as needed to help attain the required levels of drawdown. The RC shall install dewatering

structures and equipment, and shall place frac tanks as shown on the Project Plans. Installation
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shall include pumps and other necessary components to convey dewatering wastewater to the Area
29 treatment plant.

Soils excavated from Area 29 shall be temporarily stockpiled pending characterization for
future loading and offsite transport/disposal. The RC shall construct lined soil stockpile areas as

shown, and where shown, on the Project Plans.

3.2.2 Excavation Project Demolition Work

Certain existing remedial system components at Area 29 will need .to be
demolished/removed prior to soil excavation activities. The RC shall excavate, locate, deactivate,
cut and cap existing underground remediation system water piping and electrical conduits. Piping
and conduit outside the limits of excavation shall be temporarily abandoned such that they can be
reused if needed (whereas piping and conduit within the excavation areas may be removed later
during exéavation activities.)

The RC shall remove/decommission groundwater extraction and monitoring wells 29-
EW1, 29-EW3, 29-MW2S, 29-MW7S, 29-MW9S, 29-MW-148, 29-OW6S, and 29-OW7S in
accordance with applicable regulations, including NJAC 7:9D. Unless specified or approved
otherwise, all components associated with the extraction and monitoring wells shall be completely
removed and disposed/salvaged. Boreholes shall be properly sealed as described in NJAC 7:9D.
The RC shall also salvage sprinkler system components, including sprinkler heads and water

sensing station, as specified.

3.2.3 Excavation of Soil and Other Materials

After obtaining required approvals and making necessary arrangements and site
preparations, soil and other materials shall be excavated as described in the Bid Documents,
including Specification Sections 02225 (non-contaminated materials) and 02226 (contaminated
materials). Handling of contaminated materials shall be in accordance with Sections 02990, 02995
and other applicable requirements.

Prior to beginning any excavation activities, uncontaminated topsoil above the excavation
area shall be stripped and stockpiled for later use. Non-contaminated soils overlying contaminated
material shall then be excavated as needed to obtain access to the contaminated soil. The non-
contaminated soils shall be mounded and/or stockpiled immediately adjacent to the excavation

arca.



It is anticipated that excavation of contaminated soil will be performed in two phases
(Western Grid and Eastern Grid areas) and that additional dewatering may be required to
supplement the preiiminary dewatering described in Section 3.2.1. All excavation and dewatering
shall be performed under the supervision of a qualified, competent person, in accordance with
OSHA regulations (including requirements for suitable access and egress, and testing of
atmospheric hazards) and the Site Safety and Health Plan. Unlesé specified or approved otherwise,
the excavation area shall be protected from cave-in by sloping at a maximum allowable slope of
2H:1V (except for a ramp, as noted below) subject to final determination by the competent person
based on actual site conditions. If necessary, the RC shall propose the location of a vehicle ramp
(nominally 5H:1V) at the excavation, and periodically enlarge the ramp during the course of the
excavation, as needed to facilitate loading of dump trucks. Noise, dust, and fuel oil bdors shall be
limited during the course of the excavation to a maximum extent practical, and the RC shall
provide water spray for reducing dust as needed. Where possible, the RC shall utilize dedicated
equipment for excavation and handling of clean soil and dedicated equipment for excavation and
handling of BTEX/petroleum-impacted soil.

The soil contamination area maps and proﬁles .Project Plans shall be used to help guide the
horizontal and vertical extents of excavation. Soil excavations shall be continuously monitored
with a PID at a minimum depth (vertical) interval of one foot. Soils registering PID readings of
50 ppm or greater shéll be considered impacted and segregated separately from clean overburden
soils at the contaminated soil stockpile area. All impacted soils shall be stockpiled in soil piles
with a maximum volume of 250 cubic yards per pile. Soil shall be excavated from each grid cell
as shown on the Project Plans until the prescribed depth is reached or until one foot of clean soils
(soils registering less than 50 ppm on the PID) is reached. When the prescribed soil excavation -
depth has been reached and soils at the bottom of the excavation register less than 50 ppm on the
PID, the RC shall notify the RE and collect a soil sample from the bottom of the excavation at
locations as described in Specification Section 02004 and submit for laboratory aﬁalysis for SPLP
—BTEX (8260C). After the RE receives the soil sampling analytical data, the RE shall determine
if the grid can be backﬁlled or if additional soil excavation is required.

A disposal characterization sample shall be collected from each stockpile (250 cubic yards)
orata greéter frequency if required by the disposal facility(ies). See Specification Section 02990
for characterization sampling requirements. After the disposal characterization data has béen

received, with the approval of the disposal facility and RE, separate stockpiles that will be disposed
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at the same facility may be consolidated (e.g. soil containing PCBs > 1 ppm vs. soils with PCBs <
1 ppm). All soil shall be removed from the site as soon as practical. It is assumed that soils will
be continuously removed from the stockpile area for off-site disposal throughout the entire project
duration.

Decontamination wash water and dewatering wastewater shall be transferred to frac tank(s)
to facilitate silt and sediment removal, and oil-water separation, prior to discharge to the on-site
treatment plant. Maximum treatment capacity of the treatment plant is 25 gpm. Fuel oil present
as a non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL) or a sheen shall be removed from the water in the frac tank
using a vac truck and/or sorbent pads for disposal in accordance with applicable regulations. Frac

tanks may be relocated if necessary between phases, or within a phase, as needed to facilitate

dewatering of a given area.

3.2.4 Excavation Project Backfilling, Compaction, and Site Restoration

Following excavation of contaminated (BTEX-impacted) soils and materials, receipt of
confirmatory samples indicating that all contaminated soils in a given area have been removed,
and receipt of FAA approval, the associated excavation area shall be backfilled and compacted in
accordance with Specification Sections 02225 and 02226. Prior to its use, backfill material shall
be tested in accordance with the Project Specifications for physical and chemical characteristics.
Only those materials meeting the requirements of the Specifications shall be used onsite. During
compaction activities, in-place soils shall be tested in accordance with the requirements of
Specification Section 02225 or 02226, as applicable.

Upon completion of backfilling and compaction of all the excavations, the surface shall be
restored to specified conditions. Temporary features such as the decontamination pad and gravel
roadways shall be removed. Except where specified otherwise, all disturbed areas shall be restored

with turf in accordance with Specification Section 02935.

3.2.5 Excavation Project Characterization Sampling and Soil and Material Disposal

Soils and materials excavated at the site shall be handled, sampled and disposed of in

accordance with the Bid Documents.

Waste characterization sampling requirements are: described in Specification Section
02990.



All soils and materials that have been properly characterized, shall be transported in
properly licensed and permitted vehicles to an approved disposal or recycling facility, properly

licensed and permitted to receive the type of waste being shipped for disposal.

3.2.6 Excavation Project Monitoring Well Installation

Following site restoration activities, certain replacement groundwater monitoring wells
[(29-MW2S(R), 29-MW7S(R), 29-MWIS(R), and 29-MW14S(R)] and two new groundwater
monitoring wells (29-MW20S and 29-MW?218S) shall be installed. The wells shall be installed and

constructed as shown on the Project Plans and in accordance with Specification Section 02730.

3.2.7 Excavation Project Optional Tasks

In addition to the standard SOW described above, certain other tasks, as further discussed
below, may be required due to FAA or other project stakeholder requests. For the excavation-
based remedial alternative, bid options in@:lude installation of replacement extraction wells 29-
EW1(R) and 29-EW3(R), and reinstallation of salvaged sprinkler system components including
sprinkler heads and water sensing station equipment. If selected as a bid option, the replacement
extraction wells shall be reconnected to the treatment plant via new piping and conduits connected
to the temporarily abandoned piping and conduits in the vicinity of the excavation. New wiring
shall be installed where indicated, and the extraction wells, sprinklers, and the water testing station

shall be reactivated and tested for proper operation as specified.

3.2.8 Excavation Project Reporting

The RC shall submit all required reports in accordance with all Specification Sections

includi'ng the disposal report described in Speciﬁéation Section 02990.

3.3 Specific Project Elements for ISTR: Option/Alternative (If Selected)
3.3.1 ISTR Site Preparations

The site shall be prepared. as described in the Bid Documents prior to installing and
operating the approved ISTR system components. These activities shall include: installing
sedimentation and erosion controls, plaéing sit‘e trailers, installing temporary utilities, installing
suitable perimeter safety fencing, completing preliminary surveys and testing, and setting

temporary sanitary facilities as needed.



Prior to soil disturbing activities, a private utility mark-out contractor shall be utilized to

locate any utilities in the excavation area.

3.3.2 ISTR Project Demolition Work

The same existing remedial system components that would be demolished for the
excavation-based alternative would be demolished for the ISTR-based alternative prior to its

implementation. See Section 3.2.2 for additional details.

3.3.3 ISTR Installation and Operation

If the ISTR alternative is approved, the RC shall design, furnish, install, operate, maintain,
decommission, and remove a complete, temporary, in situ thermal remediation (ISTR) system at
the site for purposes of meeting the speciﬁéd performance requirements. The ISTR system shall
utilize electrical resistance heating (ERH) with a soil vapor extraction system (VES) and/or other
approved technologies, in order to remediate the targeted contaminants by volatilization, and,
where applicable, in situ steam stripping and/or thermally enhanced degradation. The primary
performance requirement is that the ISTR system achieve certain remedial endpoints for BTEX in
soil, at specified sampling locations, within a specified period from system activation. Further
details are provided in Specification Section 11305.

The Contractor shall be responsible for supplying all labor, materials, equipment,
components, appurtenances, and incidental costs and fees necessary to successfully execute the
performance requirements under existing and reasonably expected conditions. System equipment
and components may include, but are not limited to: power supply units; output transformers;
bonding and grounding systems; electrodes and appurtenances (e.g., wetting systems,
vent/recovery pipes, conductive fill materials); insulating cap/vapor cap; VSVE blower systems
(blowers, silencers); condensers; heat exchangers; offgas treatment systems; water/condensate
treatment systems; monitoring and control systems (thermocouples, pressure sensors, SCADA
units, interlock instrumentation); wiring, cabling, connectors/connections; piping; valves,
manifolds, etc. ' '

The RC shall be responsible for all asj)ects of ISTR system design, installation, operation,
maintenance, decommissioning, and removal, including, but not limited to: mobilization and
demobilization; preliminary investigations and surveys; utility location and clearances; utility

usage fees; review of available site information -and conditions; general conditions; AOA training
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and/or other FAA-required training; health, safety, and emergency response; environmental
protection; project management; submittals and revisions; permit applications; system testing and
adjustments; sampling and analysis of soil, groundwater, and air, as required; equipment and
personnel decontamination; waste management and disposal; removal and offsite disposal of ISTR

system components upon project completion, etc.

3.3.4 ISTR Project Backfilling, Compaction, and Site Restoration
Following certain phases of ISTR project implementation (installation and/or removal of
below grade components and vapor/thermal cap) associated excavations shall be backfilled and
compacted in accordance with Specification Sections 02225 and 02226. Prior to its use, backfill
material shall be tested in accordance with the Project Specifications for physical and chemical
characteristics. Only those materials meeting the requirements of the Specifications shall be used
onsite. During compaction activities, in-place soils shall be tested in accordance with the
requirements of Specification Section 02225 or 02226, as applicable.
Upon completion of backfilling and compaction of all the excavations, the ground surface
shall be restored to specified conditions. Temporary features will be removed. Except where

specified otherwise, areas shall be restored with turf in accordance with Specification Section
02935.

3.3.5 ISTR Project Reporting

The RC shall submit all required reports in accordance with all Specification Sections

including the various ISTR system reports described in Section 11305.
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SEP 20 1996
Certified Mail
Return Receipt Requested

Mr. Gary E. Poulsen, P.E.

Manager, Plant Engineering and Operations Division

U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Aviation Administration

William J. Hughes Technical ‘Center

- ACM-400 , , . ' '
Atlantic City International Airport, NJ 08405 ' s

Re: Transmittal of Signed Record of Decision for Areas 29 and K
Federal Aviation Administration Technical Center

Dear Mr. Pouslen:

quarterly ground water monitoring results, the EPA concurs with the Record of Decision,

The Record of Decision for Area 29 - Fire Training Area and Area K - Storage Area calls for
extraction of contami Shallow ground water with on-site carbon adsorption treatment for

Enclosure

Regional Administrator K
cc: R. Shinn, Commissioner

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (w/encl.)




e

bec:

B. Bellows, EPD (w/o encl.)

R. Vaughn, ERRD-SPB (w/encl.)

~ B. Aber, ORC (w/encl.)

W. Lawler, OPM-EIB (w/encl.)
B. Wing, ERRD-FFS (w/encl.)

B. Donovan, ERRD-FFS (w/encl.)
K. Buch, FAA (w/encl.)

L Curtis, NJDEP (w/encl.)

R. Smith, TRC (w/encl.)




7E0 STy, S : :
e ) - UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
N

2 REGION 2
¢ 290 BROADWAY
~ NEWYORK,NY 10007-1866
P mc“éf ‘ _
SEP 2 0 199

Mr. Keith Buch

RI/FS Project Manager

FAA Technical Center

Resource Management Service

Facility Engineering & Operations Division, ACM-440
Atlantic City Internationg) Airport, NJ 08405

Re: Record of Decision: Areg 29 - Fire Training & Area K Storage
Record of Decision: Area B - Navy Fire Test Facility
FAA Technical Center, Atlantic City Airport, New Jersey

Dear Mr. Buch:

This letter js being sent to memorialize revisions to both Records of Decision listeq
above. The enclosed revisions were agreed upon and made pursuant to telephone
conversations and g facsimile transmission on September 20, 199g between the U.S.
Environmenta] Protection Agency Region 1 (EPA) Remedial Project Manager and the
Federal Aviation Administration RIFS Project Manager. :

The revised Pages are enclosed and have also been included in the respective
Records of Decision which are awaiting signature by the EPA Regional Administrator,
If you have any questions, please call me. : ‘

Sincerely,
Betsy Donovan |
Remedial Project Manager
(212) 637-4303

Enclosure

CC: G. Poulsen, FAA (w/ enclosure)
L. Curtis, NJDEP = « :
R. Smith, TRC “
R. Wing, ERRD *

Rocycledlﬂocyclabh *Printed with Vegetable Of Based Inks on 100% Req&ed Paper (40% Posconsumer)
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~ Although not required by EPA, the FAA will establish a Declaration of Environmental
Restrictions where constituents of concern in soil exceed the New Jersey residential soil cleanup
criteria, to prevent further development of the site for residential use.

XI. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Under Section 121 of CERCLA and Section 300.430(f) of the NCP, selected remedies must

meet certain statutory and regulatory requirements, These requirements and a description of how the
selected remedy satisfies each requirement are presented below.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment ~ '

The preferred alternative provides the greatest overall protection of human health and the
environment by providing remediation of soil contaminants and treatment of both VOCs and SVOCs
in perched ground water. It is effective in the short term, with only minimal risks associated with its
installation and operation. It also utilizes a proven treatment -technology which is readily
implemented, and its long-term effectiveness and permanence are expected to be good..

Compliance with ARARs '

The selected remedy will attain federal ARARs and those New Jersey ARARs which are more
stringent than federal ARARS for ground water, as well as TBCs for soil quality. A summary of
applicable chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs and TBCs is presented by
media in Table 5. Table 6 presents numerical chemical-specific ARAR and TBC values.

The selected remedy is expected to achieve compliance with NJDEP's non-residential soil
cleanup standards for PCBs (2 ppm) and total organic compounds (including TPH) (10,000 ppm)
through the excavation and off site disposal of any soils exceeding these standards. ARARs for
ground water (the most stringent of state or federal MCLs and New Jersey Ground Water Quality’
Standards) will be achieved through the extraction of perched ground water and subsequent treatment
through carbon adsorption. ‘ '

The regulations established under RCRA, the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act,
TSCA, the New Jersey Hazardous Waste Regulations, the New Jersey Hazardous Discharge Site

- Remediation Requirements, and the New Jersey Pollutant Discharge Elimination System will apply

to the implementation of this alternative. Compliance with the Pinelands Protection Act, including

the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, 2 TBC, will be required due to the facility’s location
within the Pinelands. : ‘

Cost-Effectiveness 4

The selected remedy is comparable in cost to the other alternatives which provide remediation
of the contaminated soils and the treatment of perched ground water. The alternatives are similar in
their handling of contaminated soils but vary in their means of ground water treatment. The ground
water treatment component of Alternative 4 provides treatment of both VOCs and SVOCs while

utilizing a proven treatment technology. Therefore, it provides the greatest overall cost-effectiveness
of the alternatives considered. ' '
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TABLE S (Continued)

" APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)
AND TO-BE-CONSIDERED CRITERIA (TBCs) -
AREA 29 - FIRE TRAINING AREA AND '
AREAK - STORAGE AREA NEAR AREA 29
FAA TECHNICAL CENTER

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC TBCs
* . NJ Soil Cleanup Criteria
Non-promulgated criteria used to determine the potential need for soil remediation

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS
»  Safe Drinking Water Act
Protection of Ground Water Use for Potable Water Supply {40 CFR 149]
Protects aquifers designated as sole source aquifers from actions by federally-funded
programs

LOCATION-SPECFIC TBCs ' ' :

. Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (NJAC 7 :50) :
Establishes standards and requirements pursuant to the Pinelands Protection Act designed to
promote orderly development of the Pinelands so as to preserve and protect the resources of
the Pinelands, including wetland, ground water and air resources, among others.

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS

. NJ Water Pollution Control Act :
NIPDES Permit/Discharge Requirements [NJAC 7:14A-2.1]
State standards for discharges to ground water

. NJ Water Supply Management Act
General Water Supply Management Regulations [NJAC 7:19-1.4, 1.5, 1.6(b) and 2.2]
Well Drilling Permits [NJSA 58:4A-14]
- Well Certification Forms [NJAC 7:8-3.11]
State regulations governing the extraction of ground water at a rate which exceeds 100,000 -
gallons per day and the drilling and construction of new wells; applicable should the
extraction rate of the ground water extraction system exceed 100,000 gallons per day and
applicable to the installation of ground water extraction wells

. Toxic Substances Control Act

Requirements for PCB Spill Cleanup [40 CFR 761.125]
Establishes requirements for the removal and disposal of PCB-contaminated materials.
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TABLE 5 (Continued)

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
AND TO-BE-CONSIDERED CRITERIA (TBCs)
APPLICABLE TO THE SELECTED REMEDY
AREA B - NAVY FIRE TEST FACILITY
FAA TECHNICAL CENTER

LOCATION-SPECIFIC TBCs :
. Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (NJAC 7:50)
Establishes standards and requirements pursuant to the Pinelands Protection Act designed to
promote orderly development of the Pinelands so as to preserve and protect the resources of
the Pinelands, including wetland, ground water and air resources, among others.

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
. Clean Air Act o
New Source Performance Standards (40 CFR 50)

Requires Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for new sources and sets emissions
limitations . :

J Clean Air Act

National Emissions Standards for Haiardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR 61)
Establishes emissions limitations for hazardous air pollutants”

. New Jersey Air Pollution Control Regulations
Permits and Emissions Limitations for VOCs (NJAC 7:27-16)
Requires sources which emit VOCs be registered and permitted with the NJDEP and meet
‘maximum allowable emissions rates and design specifications

. NJ Water Supply Management Act
' Well Drilling Permits [NJSA 58:4A-14]
Well Certification Forms [NJAC 7:8-3.11]
State regulations governing the drilling and construction of new wells

* - New Jersey Water Pollution Control Act

New Jersey Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Peﬁnit/Discharge Requirements [NJAC
7:14A-2.1] : :

State standards for discﬁarges to ground water (applicable to contingency remedy only)

. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste [40 CFR 261]
Waste classification procedures applicable to the characterization of any waste materials
generated as a result of vapor treatment, if determined to be necessary
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The contingency rem

edy is also cost effective, providing effective treatment at 2 slightly lower
cost than the other alternatives considered. ‘ :

respect to long-term effectiveness and Ppermanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through
treatment, short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost, as well as the statutory preference for
treatment as a principal element and state and community acceptance.

Decision Summary - 47







o RECORD OF DECISION

: AREA 29 - F IRE TRAINING AREA
- AND
- AREA K - STORAGE AREA
” NEAR AREA 29

FAA TECHNICAL CENTER
- ATLANTIC CITY INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT =~ -
, NEWJERSEY .




DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

TABLE OF CONTENTS -
. S ' ,PAGE

DECISION SUMMARY FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

L SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION . . .. .. ... ... L 1
" IL  SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES ........... N 3
' A LandUse ........... ........ e PN ceeen.:t3
B. Initial Investigations . ... ... .. .. e, el S
C. Environmental Investigatior'llFeasibili_ty'Study . SRRk .
-i_u. -HI_GHLIGHTA'S OF CQWﬁNITY PARTI_CIPATION R L9
IV _SCOPEANDROLEOF‘RESPONSEACHQN .......... n ,
V. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS ... s SURSR 1
VI. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS . . o o Y
A Human Health Risk Assessment- . ... ... ... ... .. ... e 14
B. Envifonmen;al Risk Assessment . e EERRRE P 23
| vn .REMEDIALACTIONOBJECHVES.......'.....i.f..........;....'-;...'...-_;23"”
VIIL. DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES . ... ... .............o.ooo.. 2%
X SUWARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES ... - o
X.  SELECTEDREMEDY ............ TSR 30
X1 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS ...................... S e
XIL. DQCUMENTA_TION OF NO SIGNII-‘I_CANT CHANGES ............ 36
RE‘;SPON_SIV.EN‘ESS SUMMAkY FOR THE REchD OF DECISIbN |
L OVERVIEW .. ... ... e
I BACKGROUND ON.COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT . ... ... ....... L 1
1. 'SI.JMMARY OF,MAJOR QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS U 2 |

i




.‘v’

TABLE OF CONTENTS

(Continued)
LIST OF FIGURES
1 ~A.reasZ9andKSnteLocatlonMap..‘.;.A...._ ........ 2
2  Areas29andKSitePlan ......... ... . ... ... .. ... .. ... ... T
3 Phase I Sampling Locations and Monitoring Wells . ............... .6
4 Presumed Ground Water Flow Direction in the True Water Table......... ...8
-5 Phase I1 Surface Soil Sampling Locations . . .. ......... . .. 10
-6 Soil Contamination Areas . ......... e [ 13
7 Approximate Extent of Perched Ground Water Contamination . . . . . .i..l.. 15
LIST OF TABLES
1 Expésure Assessment Input Parameters Used in the Phase I and Il HHRAs ... 17 .
2 Toxicity Values Used inthe PhaseIand HHHRAs . . .................... 19 .
3 Summary of Estimated Human Health Risks Based on Phase 1 Data ........ .21
4 Summary of Estimated Human Health Risks Based on Phase 1 and Il Data . ... 22
5 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requnrements (ARARs) and To-Be- -
’ . Considered Criteria(TBCs) , . ...... ... .. .. ...... ... ...... ... 32
- 6

Summary of Chemical-Specific ARARs and v:10 I .35

APPENDICES

-' A NIDEP AND PINELANDS COMMISSION LETTERS OF CONCURRENCE
B~ PUBLIC MEETING ATTENDANCE LIST
C "PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPT




DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION
Area 29 - Fire Training Area and ‘
Area K - Storage Area Near Area 29
' FAA Technical Center

| EACILITY NAME AND'LOCATION

" Federal Awatton Admtmstratmn (F AA) Technical Center, Atlantxc County
Atlantic City Intemattonal Anrport New Jersey :

.STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This dectsron document presents the selected remedial action for Area 29, the Fire Training

Area and Area K, a former drum and tank storage area located 'adjacent to Area 29 at the FAA

Technical Center, Atlantic City International Airport, New Jersey. The remedial action decision was
. chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability -

~ Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and,
to the extent practicable, the National Contmgency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the -

“administrative record for Areas 29 and K. 4 -

, The Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Env:ronmental Protectron and the _
" Pinelands Commlssron concur with the selected remedy (Appendix A).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not addressed by '
implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
imminent and substanttal threat to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY
The selected remedy for Areas 29 and K addresses the principal threat by controllmg the
- migration of and treating dissolved chemicals in ground water. Contaminated soils will be excavated

and disposed of oﬁ‘ site. The selected remedy for Areas 29 and K mcludes the following components: -

- Excavation of approx:mately 350 cubxc yards of PCB contaminated soil and transport -
off site for dtsposal at a licensed fac:hty, g

- Excavatxon of approxxmately 50 cubic yards of petroleum hydrocarbon contaminated
‘soil and transpon off sxte for disposal at a licensed facility; :

- Demolition and excavation of debrts from the former circular bum area and concrete
. burn pad and transport off site for dxsposal

Declaratidnf 1




‘ - Extraction of perched ground water (a zone of ground water located above a low-
' B penneablhty clay layer and above the true water table aquifer) and on-site treatment
using carbon adsorption and/or other treatment processes to remove organic

compounds. Treated ground water will be recharged to the subsurface in the vicinity
_of the site. ’ : 4

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with federal
and state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action
and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource
recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and it satisfies the statutory preference

for remedies that employ treatment that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as their principal ~
-element :

o . . : | | | - N
(Signaturey » _‘ - - (Date)
GaryE. Poulsen, P.E., Manager s .

" Plant Engineering & Operations Branch 1
FAA Technical Center '

A/,eﬁf W / f/ /;/

(Signature) . ' (Date)
Jeanne M. Fox ~ ,
Regional Administrator

United States Environmental Protection Agency Reg:on )|

Declaration -2




L SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

'DECISION SUMMARY
RECORD OF DECISION
Area 29 - Fire Training Area and
AreaK - Storage Area Near Area 29
FAA Technical Center - '

- The FAA Technical Center encompasses an area of approximately 5,000 acres in Atlantic
County, New Jersey, eight miles northwest of Atlantic City. Among the installations on the property
are the Atlantic City International Air Terminal, the New Jersey Air National Guard 177th Fighter
Interceptor Group, the Upper Atlantic City Reservoir, the Laurel Memorial Park Cemetery and the
extensive facilities of the FAA Technical Center. Atlantic City's municipal water supply is provided
by nine ground water production wells located just north of the Upper Atlantic City Reservoir on
FAA Technical Center property as well as by water drawn directly from the Atlantic City Reservoirs.
The reservoirs are fed by the North and South Branches of Doughty's Mill Stream, which traverse
portions of the FAA Technical Center grounds. The public water supply facilities on site are owned
by the Atlantic City Municipal Utilities Authority (ACMUA). '

The FAA Technical Center is located within the Atlantic Coastal Plain, a broad, flat plain

which éncompasses the southern three-fifths of New Jersey. The area within two miles of the FAA
 Technical Center has a maximum relief of about 65 feet, ranging from an elevation of ten feet above
mean sea level (msl) at the Lower Atlantic City Reservoir to 75 feet msl to the west and north of the
airport. The facility itself is relatively flat; slopes generally range from O to 3 percent. Forested areas
exist north, south, and east of the airport runways. These areas comprise about 40% of the 5,000-
acre FAA Technical Center property. The remaining 60% of the site has been cleared for FAA
facilities and consists of buildings and paved surfaces, grassed lawns and native grassland and shrubs
- adjacent to the runways. : E .

The area within one mile of the FAA Technical Center boundaries includes open or forested
land and commercial ‘and residential areas. A large forested tract containing no commercial or.
residential property exists west of the FAA Technical Center. To the east, the property is bordered -
by the Garden State Parkway, the Lower Atlantic City Reservoir, and the forested land surrounding
the reservoir. The area riorth of the FAA Technical Center contains commercial properties along the
White Horse Pike (Rt. 30) and a concentrated residential area, Pomona Oaks, north of the White
Horse Pike. The closest residential area south of the FAA Technical Center is a series of three trailer
. parks at the intersection of Tilton Road and Delilah Road. The majority of commercial and residential
areas south of the FAA Technical Center are greater than 2,000 feet away from the FAA Technical
Center property, south of the Atlantic City Expressway. All residential areas in the vicinity of the

FAA Technical Center appear to be upgradient or otherwise isolated from the ground water flow at
the FAA Technical Center.

-~ Area 29, referred to as the Fire Training Area, is located northeast of the Atlantic City
International Airport runways and southwest of White Horse Pike, as indicated in Figure 1. The site
was constructed in the early 1970s for the training of airport fire fighting personnel. The facility
consisted of a circular burn area approximately 150 feet in diameter, a small concrete bumn pad, two

Decision Summary - ] .
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FIGURE 1.
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SITE LOCATION MAP
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above grouhd fuel tanks ona small hill, and two underground tanks for the collection of mnqﬁ‘ ﬁ'ém
the burn pads (Figure 2). A more complete description of Area 29 can be found in the Phase I
_-Environmental Investigative/Feasibility Study (EVFS) Report (TRC, March, 1989) at pages 11-1, 11-
2and 11-8t0 11-16. . A -

Area K, referred to as the Storage Area Near Area 29, is located northwest of the test burn -

areas at Area 29 (Figure 2). Aerial photographs taken in 1974 and 1983 show that drums and tanks -

- were once stored in this area. Since this area was investigated in conjunction with Area 29, separate
- detailed déscriptions of Area K are not provided in the EUFS Report (TRC, March, 1989).

IL - SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
"A. . Land Use | |

'~ The first significant development of what is now FAA Technical Center property came during -
the 1930s when the Upper Atlantic City Reservoir was created by damming the South Branch of
* Doughty Mill Stream. Prior to 1942, the entire property was wooded, except for the presence of
. large borrow pits near the present-day Research and Development (R&D) facilities. On a 1940 aerial
- photograph, several dirt roads and what appeared to be a railroad right-of-way traversed the property.

Inthe early 1940s, a Naval Air Base and the Atlantic City Municipal Airport, including most of the -

 existing runways, were-constructed over much of the eastern two-thirds of the property. . Many of
the buildings in the western built-up area were also constructed at this time. In 1958, the Navy -
transferred its interests to the Airways Modemization Board (AMB). B : :

_ The FAA took over the operations of the AMB in November 1958." The development of most -
~ of the R&D portion of the facility south of the Upper Atlantic City Reservoir occurred in the early

1960s. The FAA's large Technical/Administrative Building was constrvcted in 1979, The New .
Jersey Air National Guard has maintained their facilities at the northern end of the built-up area since .-
1973. ' - ’ ' ’

Area 29 was constructed in the early 1970s for the training of airport fire fighting personnel. )
Full scale aircraft test burns were conducted on the large circular burn area, while smaller fuel fires
were extinguished on the concrete pad. An underground drain system was used to collect runoff from
the circular burm area and to divert it to a 10,000-gallon underground circular storage tank. Runoff
from the coricrete pad was collected in a 5,000-gallon underground storage tank. Both of these tanks -
were emptied, removed, and disposed of off site in an environmentally safe manner in December
1988. Area K was formerly used to store drums and tanks. The drums were removed by the fall of
1986 and were also disposed of off site in an environmentally acceptable manner. :

The FAA Technical Center was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL)A on August 30,
1990, 55 FR 35502, with an effective 'date_of October 1, 1990, The FAA entered into an Interagency
Agreement (IAG) with the EPA on May 17, 1993. The IAG is a legally enforceable document that

memorializes FAA’s commitment to remediate the site and defines the role-of EPA in the cleanup
process. : . ' ' :

Decision Summary - 3
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B. Initial ‘Invesgigations

" In 1983, the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) commissioned
. Roy F. Weston (Weston) to conduct an assessment of potential pollution sources that could impact
the then-proposed Atlantic City well field. The assessment included a review of all data on possible
contaminant sources in the area, limited field investigation of these sources, and soil and ground water
sampling at the five areas considered most threatening to ground water supplies in the area. The
~entire FAA Technical Center was included in the Weston Study, and.the five areas identified by
Weston were all located on the FAA Technical Center property. Weston’s report led the FAA to
initiate the present EUFS, and the five areas identified by Weston have been investigated further,
along with additional areas identified by the FAA. ‘ : o

C _ Environmental lnﬁestigation/Feasibiiig Study

" Area29isone of the areas of concem identified by the Weston Study. .Weston’s investigation

of Area 29 included the installation and sampling of three ground water monitoring wells (29-MW1S
1o 29-MW3S). One of these wells, 29-MW2S located southeast of the concrete burn pad and the two
underground storage tanks, was contaminated -with several volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
(benzene, 1,1-dichloroethane, ethyl benzene, toluene, and xylenes) and two semi-volatile organic:
compounds (SVOCs) (naphthalene and phenol). ' ' ' : ’

The FAA’S Environmeﬁtal Investigation (EI) of Area 29 was conducted in two phasés
between December 1986 and December 1988. Due to jts proximity of Area 29, Area K was included
in the scope of Area 29 investigations. S ' '

Area29. |

The EI was conducted 10 determine if past activities at Areas 29 and K had impacted soils and
ground water. Following the two phases of the EI, ground water sampling was conducted in
December 1991 and quarterly ground water sampling has been performed since May 1993.

Phase 1. Site investigation activities conducted during the Phase 1 El included a soil gas
~ survey, geophysical survey, surface soil sampling, subsurface soil sampling, ground water sampling,
. air monitoring, and a hydrogeological investigation. - Each of these Phase 1 EI components is -
discussed in the Phase 1 EUFS Report (TRC, March, 1989) and briefly below. Figure 3 provides the
Phase 1 EI sampling locations. ' ' .

° A soil gas survey was conducted on a 100-foot grid of the area to identify potentially -
* contaminated soils or contaminant plumes through the presence of elevated levels of VOCs
within the soil's pore space. Elevated organic vapor concentrations (greater than 1,000 parts .
per million (ppm)) were identified in the area surrounding the circular test burn area.:-

e . A ge"oﬁhysica’l survey (EM-31 and EM-34) and resistivity profiling to detect buried metal

objects were also conducted during the Phase 1 investigations. No anomalies indicative of
buried waste or contaminant plumes were identified. :

Decision Summary - 5- :
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Sixteen (16) surface soil samples (29-SS1 to 29-8816) were collected including one
background sample collected from the western side of the site. -Seven of the surface soil
samples were analyzed for priority pollutants plus 40 (PP+40), while the remaining nine were
analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH). The presence of TPH was detected in
surface soils over a large portion of the site, with the highest concentrations present adjacent -

. to the circular bum area. Only one of the seven surface soil samples analyzed for PP+40 (29-

SS3 within the circular burn area) exhibited VOCs. Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were -
also detected in 29-SS3 and in 29-SS10 located next to the concrete burn pad. '

Four 10-foot deep soil borings were drilled and eight subsurface soil samples (two from each

boring) were collected to assess the vertical extent of contamination and site geology. One
* sample from each boring was analyzed for PP+40, while the other sample was analyzed for
- TPH. The presence of TPH was detected in three of the four borings, but at concentrations
less than those identified in surface soils. Low concentrations of VOCs.in one boring location
(29-B2, east of the circular burn area) and SVOCs in all four boring locations were also .
identified.  PCBs were detected in one of the samples from 29-B4, located near the concrete
burn pad. ' . '

* Two shallow monitoring wells were also installed during the Phase 1 EI. The two Phase I El
monitoring wells as well as the three monitoring wells installed by Weston were sampled to
assess ground water quality. All five wells were sampled for PP+40. With the exception of
phenol in all five wells, the detection of VOCs and SVOCs was limited to 29-MW2S. This -
' limited VOC presence in ground water was consistent with the results obtained by Weston
~.prior to the Phase 1 E1. o ‘ '

Axr ’monit-oring for particulates, inorganics, VOCs,' SVOCs, and PCBs was conduéted during
the drilling of borings 29-B1,29-B2, and 29.B3. Four inorganics and one VOC (toluene)
were detected, but at concentrations well below the applicable occupational guidelines. -

The Phase 1 El also indicated that a clay Iayer of variable thickness exists at a depth of 10to
14 feet over the western and central portions of the site, including the areas beneath.the ,
circular burn area and the concrete burn pad. Where the soil in the unsaturated zone is locally

saturated because it overlies a low-permeability clay unit above the water table, the water - -
* within this zone is referred to as perched ground water. At Area 29, a zone of perched

ground water was identified above the clay layer. While ground water flow in the regional

true water table was determined to be towards the east- outheast (Figure 4), the flow of

pérched ground water was estimated to be much more variable due to localized changesin - '

the slope of the clay layer. Although ground water outside the perched zone did not appear
impacted, the potential for lateral or vertical movement of dissolved chemical constituents
from ;he perched zone into the true water table was identified. -

- Decision Summary - 7
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.- PhaseIl. Following the Phase I El, a Phase II investigation was conducted to further define -
. the lateral extent of PCB contamination in surface soils and to investigate the potential presence of -
.soil contamination beneath the two underground runoff collection tanks removed during the Phase. -
HEIL Each of these components of the Phase II El is discussed in the Phase 11 EI/FS Report (TRC,
- January, 1990) and briefly below. Figure 5 provides the Phase 11 sampling locations. o

® - Seven surface soil samples (29-8S17 10 29-S523) were collected within the area of known - -

petroleum contamination and analyzed for PCBs. Three of these samples (within or near the * -

circular burn area and concrete burn pad) were also analyzed for dioxins and furans. PCBs
. were detected in all but one of the seven surface soil samples, with one of the three surface
+ - soil samples analyzed for dioxins and furans exhibiting octachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (OCDD).

No furans were detected in the three surface soil samples analyzed for these constituents.

‘e Four subsurface soils samplés were collected at the base of each of the underground runoff -
. containment tanks removed during Phase II activities. All eight samples were analyzed for -
TPH, four for PCBs, and two for Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) waste -
- characteristics. TPH was detected beneath the 5,000-gallon tank, while both TPH and PCBs
were identified beneath the 10,000-gallon tank: None of the subsurface soil samples met any
of the RCRA waste characteristics. ‘ o -

~ . Quarterly Ground Water Sampling. ' Ground water monitoring has been conducted at Area- .

29 subsequent to the Phase I EI (i.e., in December 1991 with quarterly monitoring beginning in May

- 1993). During each sampling round, ground water samples were collected from each of the five
monitoring wells and analyzed for VOCs. Results of this sampling indicate that the VOCs identified
at 29-MW2S may occasionally migrate within the perched zone (e.g., to 29-MW3S). While dissolved
VOCs have been detected in samples collected from the true water table, their detection has been
sporadic and at trace to low levels. ‘Specifically, VOCs were detected for the first time in 29-MW1S
in May 1993 (1,2-dichloroethane at 0.001 ppm) and in 29-MW4S and 29-MWS5S in August 1993 (at
0.0006 to 0.004 ppm). Furthermore, none of the detections since August 1993, except for the 0.002
ppm detection of chloroform at 29-MWA4S in October 1995, have been above Practical Quantitation:
Levels (PQLs). o : ' '

m. HIGH'L]GH_TS OF COMMUNITY PAR'I_'ICIPATION

A newspaper notification of the availability of the Proposed Plan for Areas 29 and K was
published in the Atlantic City Press on Thursday, April 11, 1996. The notice invited the public to
‘comment on the EVFS and Proposed Plan. The public comment period was held from April 11
through May 10, 1996. The Proposed Plan and EIFS Reports were placed in the administrative
record maintained at the Atlantic County Library. '

Decision Summary --9
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_ A public meeting was held on May 2, 1996 at the Atlantic County Library. At the meeting,
_ representatives from the FAA, the FAA's -environmental consultant (TRC Environmental

. Corporation), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and New Jersey Department of

* Environmental Protection (NJDEP) were available to answer questions about Areas 29 and K. The
. attendance list from the meeting is attached (see Appendix B). No comments on the Proposed Plan

“were received during the public comment period, as noted in the Responsiveness Summary, which
follows this Decision Summary.:

_ This decision document presents the selected remedial action alternative for Areas 29 and K
of the FAA Technical Center in Atlantic County, New Jersey, chosen in accordance with CERCLA,
as amended by SARA and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The decision for Areas 29 and K is

- based on the administrative record.

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

The selected remedy described herein is an Excavation/Removal Action for selected site soils
and demolition debris and an Extraction/Treatment Action for on-site perched ground water. In -
summary, the remedy provides for the excavation and off site disposal of PCB-contaminated soils,
TPH-contaminated soils, and demolition debris from the circular burn area and concrete burn pad,
* and for the extraction, on-site treatment of ground water, and nearby reinjection to the subsurface.
It should be noted that Areas 29 and K represent only two of more than 20 areas of potential

- environmental concern identified at the FAA Technical.Center. This document addresses only Areas

29 and K, and is not intended to address the entire FAA Technical Center property. The other areas
of concern at the FAA Technical Center will be subject to separate response action decisiqns.

V.. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The El identified the presence of contaminants in soils and ground water at Areas 29 andK
which appears to be mainly attributable to the storage or burning of aviation gasoline and fuels, some -
potentially containing PCBs. - - : o

Surface soils exhibited the presence of PCBs at concentrations ranging from non-detectable
to 30 ppm and TPH at concentrations ranging from 6 to 6,200 ppm. Of three surface soil samples
analyzed for dioxins and furans, one sample (29-SS18, collected adjacent to the concrete burn pad)
exhibited 0.0034 ppm of octachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (OCDD). Other constituents detected in surface
soils which were not detected in associated blank samples include the following:

" Methylene chloride ' ' ' Non-detectable (ND) to 0.043 ppm
Phenol ' o - 0.058 t0 1.7 ppm '
SVOC Tentatively Identified Compounds (TICs) 8.2 to 100.6 ppm

“Cadmium ND to 1.8 ppm
Chromium , o 2.7to 15ppm -
Copper ’ . ND1030.9ppm.
Lead s ‘ _ 3.9t033 ppm

Decision Summary - 11




Mercury - : . ND to 0.22 ppm

Silver - ND to 3.3 ppm
Zinc _ ' . 20 to 75 ppm

Sample 29-S83, co]lected thhm the circular burn area, also exhibited benzene at 0.063 ppm, ethyl -

benzene at 0.5 ppm, 1sophorone at 1.3 ppmand naphtha]ene at 0. 46 ppm.

PCBs were the oniy constituents detected in surface soils at levels exceeding non-residential -
New Jersey soil cleanup criteria. The non-residential soil cleanup criteria for PCBs is 2 ppm.

Subsurface soils exhibited TPH at levels of 2 to 14,000 ppm, with the greatest concentrations
detected at the base of the excavated 10,000-gallon underground storage tank. Other constituents

detected in subsurface soils Wthh were not detected in the assocnated blank samples include the
followmg

-Benzene ' - - . " ND100.034 ppm

- Ethyl benzene : ' : © NDto0 0.19 ppm
-Phenol - ' : . ND to 0.14 ppm
SVOC TICs " 251068 ppm
PCBs - ' o - ND to 24 ppm

" Antimony S , - ND to 12 ppm
‘Chromium B _ 2910 5.6 ppm
Lead ' ' . 2.1t05.3 ppm ‘
Mercury ' : ND to 0.0002 ppm
Zinc ' 6.8 to 11.9 ppm

PCBs and TPH were the oxily constituents detected in subsurface soils at levels exceeding
non-residential New Jersey soil cleanup criteria. The non-residential soil cleanup criteria for PCBs
is 2 ppm, while the cleanup criteria for total organic compounds i5 10,000 ppm and is exceeded by

the maximum detected TPH level of 14,000 ppm.

~ Based on the identification of PCBs in surface soils and- subsurface soils at levels exceeding
New Jersey soil cleanup criteria, three areas of soilsicontaining elevated PCBs levels were identified:
within the circular burn area, adjacem to the concrete burn pad, and in the former drum storage area
(AreaK). A total of 350 cubic yards of contaminated soil was estimated to exceed NJDEP cleanup
criteria for PCBs. Based on the identification of TPH at a level of 14,000 ppm, which exceeds the

. New Jersey soil cleanup criteria of 10,000 ppm for total organic compounds, in one of four
“subsurface soil samples collected at the base of the former 10,000 gallon underground storage tank,

a total volume of 50 cubic yards of contaminated subsurface soil was estimated to exceed the NJDEP

soil cleanup criteria for total organic compounds. The general locations of these guidance criteria
exceedances are mdncated in Figure ( 6

" Decision Summary - 12
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In ground water, priority poflutant VOCs and SVOCs were initially detected in only the
perched ground water sample collected from well 20-MW2S (with the exception of bis(2- . -
ethylhexyl)phthalate which was also detected in wells 29-MW1S and 29-MW3S). Inorganics
detected in ground water samples include cadmium (ND to 0.006 ppm), chromium (ND to 0.029

ppm), mercury (ND to 0.00031 ppm); lead (ND to 0.0086 ppm) and zinc (0.023 to 0.049 ppm).

During some of the quarterly ground water sampling rounds, VOCs were also detected in'well 29-
MWS3S, which is also located in the perched zone. VOCs which were detected in ground water at
levels exceeding state or federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) or New. Jersey Ground
Water Quality Standards (i.e., PQLs) in the perched zone include ethylbenzene (detected at 0.95
ppm), methylene chloride (0.056 ppm), toluene (1.9 ppm), 1,1,1-trichloroethane (0.1 ppm), and
xylene (2.8 ppm). During the August 1993 quarterly sampling round, VOCs were detected for the
first time in 29-MWA4S, which is screened in the true water table. The detected concentrations ranged

from 0.0009 ppm (toluene and 1,1-dichloroethene) to 0.004 ppm (1,1,1-trichloroethane). The . -

subsequent detection of VOCs in the true water table has been sporadic: 1,1, 1-Trichloroethane (at
a maximum concentration of 0.004 ppm), chloroform (0.002 ppm) and tetrachloroethane (0.003 ppm)

‘have been detected during only one of ten quarterly sampling rounds and in only one well at levels - - -

exceeding :MCLs or Ground Water Quality Standards (i.e., PQLs). Based on these results, the
primary area of ground water impact is Jocated within the perched water table zone, as indicated in
Figure 7. - . : S

VI. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

. Abaseline risk assessment was conducted based on the results of the Phase I EI for Areas 29

and K to éstimate the potential risks associated with current site ‘conditions under current and "~

potential future land uses. The baseline risk assessment estimates the potential human health and
ecological risks which could result from the contamination at the site if no remedial action was taken. .

~ A summary of the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) and Environmental Risk Assessment - '

(ERA) is presented below. A more complete description can be found in the Phase I EVFS Report- -

- (TRC, March, 1989) at pages 11-45 through 11-68. The Area 29 Feasibility Study (F S) (TRC, July,

1989) provides a discussion of the potential impacts of the Phase II EI data on the human health and

" ecological ﬁsks{esﬁmated in the Phase  HHRA and ERA, respectively. This latter discussion is also
- summarized as part of this Decision Summary. C '

A, Human Health RiskAssgssme_nt'

The HHRA consisted of a four-step process to assess the potential site-related human health
risks under both current and potential future exposure scenarios. The four-step process included
hazard identification, exposure assessment, toxicity assessment; and risk characterization and is
summarized below. ’ '
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Hazard Identiﬂcation ‘-

The hazard identiﬁcatiori involvetji the selection of the constituents of concemn (C(_)Cs); the
detected constituents which have inherent toxic/carcinogenic effects that are likely to pose the
greatest concern with respect to the protection of human health. The COCs for Area 29 were chosen

 based upon the relative toxicity of the detected constituents, the measured concentrations in the site

media, and the physical/chemical properties related to the environmental mobility and persistence of
each constituent. The COCs selected in the Area 29 HHRA by media included:

L Benzene and PCBs in surface soil,
L PCB:s in subsurface soil, and X : . N »
° Benzene, 1,1-dichloroethane, toluene, and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate in ground water.

-Exposure Assessment

The exposure assessment identified the potential pathways and routes for COCs to reach . -
potential receptors and estimated the constituent concentrations at the points of exposure as well as
characterized the extent- of the potential exposures. Constituent release mechanisms from the
environmental media, based on relevant hydrologic and hydrogeologic information (fate and
transport, and other pertinent site-specific information) are also presented in the HHRA. :

The entire FAA Techni’¢ail.Cént¢_r is restricted by a féncg and security-and only government
emiployees have access to the facility, thereby precluding persons under the age of 18. At Area 29,

. the current receptor population was characterized as limited to government employees due to the size

and security of the FAA Technical Center. Under this current government employee scenario,
workers were assumed exposed through ingestion of and dermal contact with COCs in surface soils.
Currently, the site is not actively used. However, incidental exposure could occur as a result of
activities such as atypical work assignments which could require the presence of a person at the site.
Exposures to subsurface soils and ground water were not evaluated under this scenario since there

1is no current use of ground water at Area 29 and no excavations or building projects which would

uncover subsurface soils are taking place.

Since the use of Area 29 is not anticipated to chhnge in the foreseeable future, aduit

.government employees were also identified as the future receptor population. Consequently, the

potential exposures to surface soils evaluated under the current scenario are also applicable to future -
government workers at the site (and thus were not reevaluated under the future scenario). Under the

" future government worker scenario, exposures to subsurface soils, as.a result of future excavation

and/or construction, and ground water, assuming the installation of an on-site well, were quantified.

" Future workers were assumed exposed to COCs in subsurface soil through ingestion and dermal

contact, and to COCs in ground water through ingestion.

The aéSumptions used in the HHRA reg_arding the mégnitude; frequency, and duration of ,
exposures to the COCs in surface soils, subsurface soils, and ground water are provided in Table 1. '

Two exposure point concentrations (EPCs) were identified for each COC; namely, the
arithmetic average concentration and the maximum detected concentration. The average and
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TABLE 1
EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT INPUT PARAMETERS
USED IN THE PHASE | AND Il HHRAS
AREA 29 - FIRE TRAINING AREA AND
- AREA K - STORAGE AREA NEAR AREA 29
FAA TECHNICAL CENTER

Exposure Point Concentration .-
_ {mg/kg; mgfl): (a) Average  Maximum -
Body Weight, Adult (kg): 70 70 .
» EAA Worker (Surface Soi
Ingestion . ' . .
- Ihgestion rate (kg/d): . NC 0.0002
‘Oral absorption (~). : : -
- Benzene & PCBs - : NC 05&1.0
Exposure Frequency (d/yr): NC 2.
Exposure Duration (yr): _ .NC 20
" ‘Dermal Contact . o
Dermal Contact Rate (kg/d): 0.01 - 0.01
. Dermal absorption =) ' '
Benzene - 01&05 01&05
PCBs - 0.028004 0.0280.04
Exposure Frequency (dfyr). 12 . - 24
Exposure Duration (yr): 10 - 20

. Eummmmw . cti . i

" Ingestion
' Ingestion rate (kgld) NC 0.0002
' Oral absorption () (b) NC . 05&10
Exposure Frequency (dfyr): - NC -~ 20
Exposure Duration (yr): NC 2
Dermal Contact T :
Dermal Contact Rate (kg/d): 0.01 0.01 :
Dermal absorption (~): (b)  0.02 &0.04 0.02 &0.04.
Exposure Frequency (d/yr): 120 240
Exposure Duration (yr): , 1 : 2 -
E C ialfind I'I[E | Water)
Ingestion _ -
~. Ingestion rate (Vd): 1 2
Oral absorption (—): (¢) 05&1.0 058&1.0
. Exposure Frequency (d/yr): 250 - 250

Exposure Duration (yr): 10 " 20

NC = Not calculated since the realistic worst case risk estimate was
_ below the 1E-06 to 1E-04 cancer nsk range or 1.0 non-cancer
hazard index -

(a) Chemical-spéciﬁc
(b) For PCBs
(c) For benzene, 1,1-dichloroethane, toluene and bls(z-ethylhexyl)phthalate
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maximum concéntrations (and corresponding exposure assumptions) were used to characterize the
I ‘ "most probable” and "realistic worst case” exposures to the identified COCs, respectively.

Toxicity Assessment .

The toxicity assessment summarizes the types of adverse health effects associated with -

. exposures to each COC and the relationship between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of
toxic effect (response). The dose-response values used in the HHRA were obtained from a .
combination of EPA’s Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual (EPA, 1986), EPA's Office of - -
Research and Development Health Effects Assessments (HEAs) (EPA, 1986), EPA's Environmental
Criteria and Assessment Office (EPA, 1985), EPA's Carcinogenic Assessment Group (EPA, 1984),
and EPA's Office of Drinking Water (EPA, 1985). The toxicity values used in the HHRA are
summarized in Table 2. o ' ,

For potential carcinogens, risks are estimated as probabilities. Constituent-specific cancer
potency factors (CPFs) are estimates of the constituent's carcinogenic potency based upon studies, .
- . most often in laboratory animals but occasionally in humans, which test the relationship between the -
magnitude of exposure and the prevalence of tumors in the exposed population. The CPFs used in
the HHRA are presented as the expected cancer risk for a chronic exposure to 1 mg/kg/day of the
specific constituent (i.e., risk per unit dose or (mg/kg/day)™), and are estimates of the 95% upper .
confidence limit (UCL) on the slope of the dose-response curve. : ; : '

_ :  Determining the potential for chronic non-cancer (systemic) effects was based on the use of _
, '~ constituent-specific reference doses (RfDs) or acceptable chronic intake (AIC) values. Chronic RfDs
‘ . are estimates of the daily, chronic exposure to the population that is likely to be without appreciable
risk of deleterious efféct. RfD values incorporate numerous safety and/or modifying factors which
serve as a conservative downward adjustment of the numerical value. . The Area 29 HHRA also-
incorporated AIC values in the event these values were more health protective (i.e., lower) than the
RiDs. For assessing the potential for acute non-cancer effects, the HHRA applied values based on
1-day health advisories (HAs). ' - ' .

Risk Characterization A

The risk characterization combines the estimates of exposure with the dose-response (or
‘toxicity) values to derive estimates of the potential cancer risks and the potential for adverse non-
- cancer health effects. For each exposure pathway and land use evaluated, most probable and -
reasonable worst case risk estimates were generated for-each COC corresponding to exposure to the
average and maximum detected concentrations, respectively. -

Excess lifetime cancer risks were determined for each COC by multiplying the COC-specific
- exposure dose by the COC-specific CPF, described above. The resulting cancer risk estimates are
expressed in scientific notation as a probability (e.g. 1 x 10 for one in a million) and indicate (using
this example), that an average individual is likely to have a one in a million chance of developing
«cancer over a 70 year lifctime.” Current EPA practice considers carcinogenic risks to be additive
when assessing exposure to a mixture of constituents. That is, the COC-specific cancer risks were
summed to estimate pathway-specific cancer risks. o " ' '
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: - TABLE2 : '
. -TOXICITY VALUES USED IN THE PHASE | AND i HHRAS o
- -FAA AREAS 29 AND K
AREA 29 - FIRE TRAINING AREA AND
AREA K - STORAGE AREA NEAR AREA 29 -
FAA TECHNICAL CENTER

_ o © - Acute{a) -~ Chronic . Factor ®)
Constituent {mg/kg/d) (ms'_'ssld) (mMH
Benzene ' 0.023 - 7.0E-04 (4] 0.052
Dichloroethane, 1,1- . - 0.1 0.009 (c) 058 . .
Toluene ’ 18 - 03(d) NA
Bus(2—ethylhexyl)phtha|ate NA 0.02 (d) 6.8E-04 (e)

PCBs - . 0.013 .- 3.0E-04 (c) - 434

(a) 1-Day child health advnsones (EPA Oﬂ‘ice of Dnnkmg Water 1985)
 converted to adult
(b) EPA, Office of Resaerch and Development Health Effects
Assessments (1986)

(c) Reference dose (EPA, Envnronmental Criteria and Assessment
Office, 1985) : '
(d) Chonic acceptable intake (EPA Superfund Pubhc Health Evaluation

. Manual, 1986)
: (e) EPA Carcmogemc Assessment Group (1984)
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Hazard indices (HIs) were also Llculated for each pathway as a measure of the potential for
non-carcinogenic health effects. The Hf'.is the sum of the constituent-specific hazard quotients (HQs)
which are calculated by dividing the exposure dose by. the reference dose (RfD) or other suitable
benchmark for non-carcinogenic health effects for an individual constituent. In general, HQs are
assumed additive for constituents with similar toxic endpoints. In the HHRA. acute and chronic HQs
were calculated using the chronic RfDs (or similar benchmark) and 1-day HAs, respectively.

" The esﬁmated cancer’ﬁsks and noh-cancer HIs (Table 3) were evaluated using EPA’s
established target risk range for Superfund cleanups (i.e, cancer risk range of 10 to 10™) and target
HI value (i.e., HI less than or equal to 1). : T

The results of the HHRA indicate that the presence of benzene and PCBs in surface soil and
PCBs in subsurface soil do not pose an unacceptable human health risk. * That is, estimated cancer
risks and non-cancer HIs were below the target values (i.c., 10® t0 10 and 1.0, respectively).. The
cancer risks associated with future exposures to ground water were estimated to exceed the target -
 cancer risk range of 10 t0-10* under the realistic worst case (based on the maximum detected
~ concentrations), and to fall within this range under the most probable case (based on the average
‘concentrations). The elevation under the realistic worst case was primarily due to the presence of
benzene and 1,1-dichloroethane which had individual cancer risks of 3.2 x 10* and $.4 x 10* |
respectively. The estimated non-cancer Hls for ingestion of ground water ranged from 1.5 (acute) -
10 9.3 (chronic) under the realistic worst case, but were less than.1.0 under the most probable case.
Benzene was the main contributor to the estimated non-cancer HIs.

While not included in the quantitative assessment of site risks, the presence of TPH in site )
surface soils was evaluated qualitatively. Tt was concluded that minimal risk would be associated with" -

direct contact with TPH-contaminated surface soils.

Implications of the Phase IT EI on the Phase 1 -HHRA

~ A discussion of the implications of the Phase 11 EI on the Phase I HHRA results is provided
in the FS for Area 29 (TRC, July, 1989) at pages 1-20 through 1-29 and is summarized below.

PCBs and octachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (OCDD) were the constituents déte&:t'ed in Phase II .
surface soil samples. While PCBs were also detected in Phase I, dioxins and furans were not included
as Phase I analytes. Consequently, OCDD was evaluated with regard to inclusion as 2 COC on the -
basis of the Phase II EI. "Due to OCDD’s:low toxicity, it was determined not to be of environmental -

- concern and was not selected as a COC for Areas 29 and K. Therefore, no additional COCs were |

identified on the basis of the Phase IIEL

The 'fisk results calculated on'the baéis of the Phase I and II data combined (Table 4) are
consistent with those obtained in Phase I. That is, the inclusion of the Phase II PCB data does not

change the Phase I conclusion that the COCs in surface and subsurface soils do not pose an
unacceptable human health risk. ' : :
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- TABLE3
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED HUMAN HEALTH RISKS
'BASED ON PHASE | DATA
AREA 29 - FIRE TRAINING AREA AND
AREA K - STORAGE AREA NEAR AREA 29 ‘

. FAA TECHNICAL CENTER
Cancer Rnsk Non-Cancer Hazard lndex
Most Realnsuc P Probable } -1::' L
Probable - Worst. - iCase e
Case ‘Case = - Acute/Chronic:
Current FAA Worker ‘ '
Ingestion NG 9.3E-08 NCINC 1.1E-03/7.2E-05
Dermal Contact 4.9E-08 [ 2.2E-06 Qaﬁ S NC/NC S 2.4E-03/1.8E-03 _
Future Construction ' ‘
‘Ingestion NC. 4.7E-07 NCINC 5.5E-03/1,3E-02
Dermal Contact 7.0E-07 : [ 1.15—05382 ) NC/NC _ 1.1’E-02/3.0E-Q1
' Future Commercual/lndustnal 4 _ ‘
Ingestion ‘ L5 8E-5 W [ 1 25-03 (F)‘ 1.5E-01/9.3E-01 L1.SE-00/9.3E400(?)|

I} = Within 1E-06 to 1E-04 cancer risk range :
__ = Exceeds 1E-06 to 1E-04 cancer risk range or 1 .0 non-cancer hazard mdex

- NC=Not calculated since the realistic worst case estimate was below the 1E-06 to 1E-04
cancer nsk range or 1.0 non-cancer hazard index

(a) Attributable to PCBs

(b) Primarily attributable to benzene and 1 1-d|chloroethane
(c) Primarily attributable to benzene
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TABLE 4 - |
- SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED HUMAN HEALTH RISKS
BASED ON PHASE | AND Il DATA (a)
AREA 29 - FIRE TRAINING AREAAND
AREA K - STORAGE AREA NEAR AREA 29
FAA TECHNICAL CENTER . '

" Most . 'Realistic
Probable - Worst -

 Current FAA Worker | | o
ﬁﬂﬁ:ﬁ%ﬁx " NC. . 58E07 - NCINC . ' 6.9E-03/4.5E-04
Dermal Contact ~ 4.0E-07 [ T4E-05() - NCINC  1.4E-0211.1E-02
Future Cthtruc.:.tion | A . _
Ingestion - N 4.7E-07 "NCINC 5.5E-03/1.3E-02
Dermal Contact 3.8E:07 . f‘—“‘——',m_s-w (b NC/NC 1.1E-02/3.0E-01
 Future Comnierciélllndustfial i » | | -
%ﬂ ' BBEB()| [ 12E03() 1.5E-019.3E01 [ 1.5E-00/9.3E+00 (d)

[ ] = Within 1E-06 to 1E-04 cancer risk range
[ }= Exceeds 1E-06 to 1E-04 cancer risk range or 1.0 non-cancer hazard index

NC = Not calculated since the realistic worst case estimate was below the 1E-06 to 1E-0_4
cancer risk range or 1.0 non-cancer hazard index s ’ ’

(a) Note that the Phase li investigation was limited to the analysis of surface soil samples for
" dioxin and furans and PCBs and subsurface soil samples for PCBs. No additional ground
-water data were obtained. . o ' :
(b) Attributable to PCBs . :
. (c) Primarily attributable to benzene and 1,1-dichloroethane
" (d) Primarily attributable to benzene
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B.  Environmental Risk Assessment

A qualitative environmental risk assessment was conducted on the basis of the same COCs
asthe HHRA. Since PCBs are persistent in the environment, tend to bioaccumulate, and can cause
reproductive and behavioral changes in animals, it was surmised that concentrations of PCBs in
surface soils may be high enough to affect the reproduction and behavior of some wildlife. Currently, -
~ a comprehensive ecological risk evaluation of the entire FAA Technical Center facility is being

conducted which will further define ecological risks associated with Area 29 and other portionsof
the facility. - : _

" Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not addressed by N
"“implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment. - o

VIL. REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES .
* Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect human heaﬁh and the environment;
~ they specify the COCs, the exposure route(s), receptor(s), and acceptable contaminant level(s) for
each exposure route. These objectives are based on available information and standards such as-
- ARARs and risk-based levels established in the risk assessment.

A FS serves as the mechanism for the development, screening, and detailed evaluation of
remedial alternatives for all environmental media affected at a site. The FS for Areas 29 and Kwas -
~completed by TRC in July 1989 and established the objectives for remedial actions at Areas 29-and
K. Due to changes in ARARs which have occurred since the time the FS was prepared, the
objectives have been revised accordingly. The following remedial action objectives have been
established for Areas 29 and K: | - - - '

»  Eliminate exposures to PCB-contaminated soils at levels which exceed state or federal
cleanup criteria, ' . ' '

"« Reduce concentrations of TPH in subsurface soils to prevent continued leaching of
contaminants into ground water; :

e Prevent the migration of VOCs in perched ground water to deeper aquifer systems;

'« .Reduce contaminant concentrations in the perched ground water system to acceptable
o levels; and ' : : S - ’

. ‘ Reduce human health risks posed by the site in accordance with state and federal
remediation goals. ' ‘
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VIIL. DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The Area 29 FS (TRC, July, 1989) included 12 remedial altematives formulated for
addressing soil and perched ground water remediation at Areas 29 and K. An initial screening of the

- twelve alternatives was conducted in the FS based on acceptable engineering practice, effectiveness,
- and cost. On the basis of the initial screening, this list was reduced to six alternatives which were -

considered to provide the greatest degree of compliance with the screening criteria. An additional
alternative (Altemative 2 - RCRA Capping of Contaminated Soil) was removed from further
consideration subsequent to the FS (as described in the Proposed Plan) based on the issuance of the
New Jersey soil cleanup criteria which eliminated the need for remediation of surficial TPH-
contaminated soil. » : : E -

The remaining five alternatives are referred 'to,as Alternatives 1, 3, 4,10, and 12. Included
among these alternatives is the no action alternative (Alternative 1), a required consideration for every -

- FS. The five alternatives are summarized below. Because.a number of the alternatives involve .

common remedial -elements, these are described first and then are referenced in the subsequent
individual alternative descriptions, as appropriate. : S

Common Major Elements of Remedial Altemativ’es' |

.‘P B-Contaminated Soil Excavation and Off Site Disposal : ‘
For each of the alternatives except the no action alternative (Alternative 1), the PCB-.

contaminated soils in three areas (within the circular burn area, adjacent to the concrete burn pad; and

in the former drum storage area of Area K) will be excavated and disposed of off site at licensed-
landfill facilities permitted to accept soils containing chemicals at the levels detected. The soils )
exceeding the NJDEP cleanup criteria of 2 ppm, estimated to be approximately 350 cubic yards in

volume, will be excavated for off site disposal. - The remediation of the PCB-contaminated ‘soils
includes landfill disposal of PCB-contaminated soils which are not characteristically hazardous by
RCRA definition and which do not exceed a total halogenated organic’ compound level of 1,000 ppm.
Based on existing data, all PCB-contaminated soils at Area 29 are not expected to exceed land

- disposal restrictions. Prior to off site disposal, sampling and analysis to characterize the excavated

soils will be performed. In association with the soil excavation activities, the circular burn area and

~ concrete bum pad will be demolished and the demolition debris will also be further characterized for

off site disposal. Disposal of these materials will be performed in accordance with RCRA and Toxic
Substance Control Act (TSCA) regulations which address the handling and disposal of PCB-
contaminated materials, as well as with state and local regulations. ' '

TPH-Contaminated Soil Excavation and Off Site Disposal

- For each of the alternatives except the no action alternative (Alternative 1), the TPH-
contaminated soils at the former 10,000-gallon underground storage tank location will be excavated
and disposed of off site at licensed landfill facilities permitted to accept soils containing chemicals
at the levels detected. The soils exceeding the NJDEP cleanup criteria of 10,000 ppm for total
organic compounds, estimated to be approximately 50 cubic yards in volume, will be excavated for
off site disposal. Prior to off site disposal, sampling and analysis to characterize the excavated soils
will be performed. Disposal of these soils will be conducted in accordance with RCRA and NJDEP
industrial waste disposal regulations. : : :
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Declaration of Envrrgnmm;al Restrictions ‘
New Jersey non-residential soil cleanup criteria will be attained by the remedial alternanves ‘
. (except for Alternative 1, the no action alternative). Although not required by EPA, the FAA will .
install an institutional control in order to prevent unacceptable exposures from occurring under future
site use. A Declaration of Environmental Restrictions will be placed on the land records for the
portions of Areas 29 and K containing constituents of concern in soil above. the New Jersey
res:dentral soil cleanup cntena

Ground Water Extraction/Treatment

Ground water extraction and treatment systems are rncluded as components for two of the
remedial alternatives (Alternatives 3 and 4). Perched ground water will be extracted for subsequent
" treatment. The remedial alternatives and costs presented herein are based on perched ground water

extraction and treatment only. For the purpose of estimating relative costs, ground water is assumed - -

to be extracted for treatment at a rate of five gallons per minute. Followmg treatment, the ground
water will be remjected back into the subsurface.

: Ground water cleanup criteria will include federal and state MCLs and New Jersey Ground
Water Quality Standards. Pursuant to NJAC 7:9-6.5(d)(2), ground water at the FAA Technical
Center is classified as Class I-PL (Protection Area). Pursuant to NJAC 7:9-6.7(d)(2), the ground
water quality criteria for Class I-PL (Protection Area) shall be background water quality, as that term -
is defined in NJAC 79-6.4. The NJDEP and Pinelands Commission recognize that technical
limitations exist for measuring compliance with such criteria. The seven constituents identified below

have either not been detected in background ground water at the FAA Technical Center of have been

detected at concentrations which are lower than the relevant PQL, as that term is defined in NJAC
7:9-6.4, for each constituent. The background water quahty for each of these constituents is,
therefore Iower than the relevant PQL for each

_ Pursuant to NJAC 7: 9-6 9(c) where a constituent standard is of a lower concentration than
- the relevant PQL, NJDEP shall not consider a discharge to be causing a contravention of the New
Jersey Ground Water Quality Standards for that constituent so long as the concentration of the
constituent in the affected ground water is less than the relevant PQL for the constituent. The
relevant PQLs for each of the seven constituents in ground water of concern at the FAA Techmcal
Center are as follows: : '

* Constituent - - ' - PQL (ppm)

Benzene : ~0.001
Ethylbenzene » 0.005
Methylene Chloride ' 0.002
Tetrachloroethene 0.001
Toluene : B .0.005
1,1,1- “Trichloroethane - 0,001

Xylene , 0.002
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.— . - Ground Water In Situ Treathg! t

In situ treatment of ground water is included as part of two of the alternatives (Altematxves
10 and 12). This treatment does not involve the extraction and subsequent reinjection of ground
- water. Similar to the ground water extraction/treatment components above, the remedxal alternatives
and costs presented herein are based on perched ground water treatment only

A brief description of the five remedial alternatives is presented below.

Alternative 1 - No Action
Capital Cost: $7,000
O & M Cost: $332,000
~ Present Worth Cost: $408,000
Construction Time: 1 month -

This a]tematlve mvolves no addmonal actlons oother than installation of two addmonal '
monitoring wells and continued ground water monitoring. No contaminants would be treated'
or contained and existing health and environmental risks would remain.

A]tematlve 3 - Ground Water Extracuon with Air Stripping

Capital Cost: $404 000

O & M Cost: -$195,000
. . Present Worth Cost: $719,000
’ o N Construction Time: 6 months

'Thxs a]temanve involves the removal and off- site disposal of PCB-contarmnated sonls,
petroleum hydrocarbon-contaminated soils and demolition debris. Perched ground water
‘contamination is addressed through extraction ‘and air stripping for treatment of VOCs.

Alternative 4 - Ground Water Extraction with Carbon Adsorption-

Capital Cost: - $401,000

O &M Cost: $201,000
Present Worth Cost: $723,000
Construction Time: 6 months

This alternatwe involves the removal and off-site disposal of PCB-contammated sonls
petroleum hydrocarbon-contaminated soils and demolition debris Perched ground water

would be extracted and treated: using carbon adsorpnon with both VOC and SVOC
_contamination in ground water addressed
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CIX.

.Alternative 10 - In Situ Aeration of ntamin. | und Water and Vacuum E tion
' Capital Cost: $398,000 ' ' : o
O & M Cost: $313,000

Present Worth Cost: $854,000
Construction Time: 8 months

This alternative involves.a combination of in situ aeration and vacuum extraction. In situ -
ground water treatment is treatment which is conducted in-place; with no extraction of the
ground water prior to treatment. Aeration wells are used to aerate the perched ground water
in situ, stripping volatile contaminants from the ground water into the soil pore spaces. The
vacuum extraction system subsequently extracts the gas from the soil pore spaces for
discharge or treatment. It would be combined with removal and off-site disposal of
PCB-contaminated soils, petroleum hydrocarbon-contaminated soils, and demolition debris.

Alterative 12 - In Situ Biodegradation

Capital Cost: $441,000 -

O &M Cost: $201,000
Present Worth Cost: $770,000
~Construction Time: 8 months

This alternative involves ground water treatment using in:situ biodegradation. Perched
ground water remediation would be achieved by installing wells for nitrate addition, which
would enhance subsequent anaerobic degradation of ground water contaminants in-place,
‘without ground water extraction. Tt would be combined with removal and off-site disposal

of PCB-contaminated soils, petroleum hydrocarbon-contaminated soils, and démolition
debris. . : : ‘ :

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANAL»YSIS' OF ALTERNATIVES

- The five alternatives identified in Section VIII were initially evaluated on.the basis of technical

' _ effectiveness and feasibility, public health and environmental effects, institutional issues, and costs as’

- presented in the Feasibility Study.. Subsequently, these alternatives were also evaluated using the
criteria derived from the National Contingency Plan (NCP) and the Superfund Amendment and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), as presented in the Proposed Plan. These criteria relate to the
SARA amendment to Section 121 of CERCLA [Section 121 (b)(1)] as Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of

-the NCP and are as follows: a

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a remedy.

- provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through each pathway are

eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional
controls. ' _ ' ' ’
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° Compliance with applicable or relevant and apgrggﬁate requirements (M ) addresses
whether or not a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate

requirements of other federal and state envnronmental statutes and reqmrements or provide
grounds for mvokmg a wawer ‘

s Long-term effectiveness and mnence refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable

protection of human health and the environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met

and determines the magnitude of residual nsk posed by untreated wastes or treatment -
residuals.

. Reduction of toxicity, moblhg, or volume through treatment is the antrcxpated performance .

of the treatment technologies a remedy may employ.-

° Short-term effectiveness ‘addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and any .
- adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed dunng the
_ constructlon and nnplementatlompenod until cleanup goals are achieved.

e  Implementability is the techmcal and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including the

_ avadablhty of materials and services needed to 1mplement a particular optlon

- ®  Cost includes estimated caprtal and operatlonal and mamtenance costs, and net present worth

" Costs.

®  State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the EVFS reports and the Proposed
Plan, the State concurs, opposes or has no comment on the preferred aiternative at the
-present time.

o Commumty acceptance evaluates the i xssues and concerns the pubhc usually have regardmg
 the alternatives. : ‘

The following presents a comparatlve analysxs of the five alternatives based upon the

: evaluanon criteria noted above

" Overall Protection of Human Health and the Envxronment A]temanve 4 provides the greatest
overall protection of human health and the environment through its ability to treat both volatile and
semi-volatile organic'.compounds dissolved in ground water, its removal and off-site disposal of
PCB-contaminated soils and petroleum hydrocarbon-contaminated soils, and its proven reliability and
effectiveness. Alternative 3 also offers a high degree of overall protection through the removal and
off-site disposal of PCB-contaminated soils and petroleum hydrocarbon-contaminated soils and .
treatment of ground water, although it would not be as effective in the treatment of semi-volatile

. organic ground water contaminants. Altematives 10 and 12 would provide s-me protection of human

health and the environment since they also include removal and off-site disposal of PCB-contaminated

- soils and petroleum hydroc arbon-contaminated soils, but due to the i innovative nature of their ground

water treatment technologies, ' their reliability and capability in attaining ARARs are not as
well-defined as Alternatives 3 and 4. Alternative 1, which prowdes no soil or ground water

' _treatment is the least protective altematlve
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Compliance with ARARs - Each of the remedial alternatives except for Alternative 1 will
- comply with chemical-specific to—be-consrdered criteria (TBCs) applicable to PCB-contaminated soils
-and petroleum hydrocarbon-contammated soils. Soil characterization, handling, transport and
 disposal will be conducted in accordance with applicable federal and state waste management
regulations. Chemical-specific ARARs applicable to ground water are considered to be achievable

for Alternatives 3 and 4. Alternatives 3 and 4 would also be designed to comply with ARARs

applicable to the operation of the.ground water extraction, treatment and discharge systems. Due to

- the more innovative nature of Alternatives 10 and 12, a greater degree of uncertainty is associated
with the ability of these alternatives to achieve chemical-specific ground water ARARs, although
- Alternatives 10 and 12 would also be designed and operated in accordance with action-specific
ARARSs. - Altemanve 1 will not meet chemical-specific ARARs or TBCs for soil or ground water.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permaneng Altematlves 3, 4 10 and 12 will all be effective _
in the long-term in addressing soils contaminated with PCBs or petroleum hydrocarbons Alternatives
3 and 4 will also be effective in the long-term in treating ground water contamination.. Alternatives
10 and 12 may not be as effective in the long-term due to uncertainties associated with innovative and
in situ treatment technologies. Alternative 1 provides no treatment of ground water and is not ,

" considered to be eﬁ’ecnve in the long-term.

Reduction of T_oxicim; Mobility, or Volume through Treatment - Each of Alternatives 3, 4,.
_ 10 and 12 provide a reduction in ground water toxicity through treatment and a reduction in the
" mobility of soil contaminants through the containment features of an off-site landfill. Alternative 4

provides the greatest reduction in toxicity by treating both volatile and semi-volatile. organic

compounds dissolved in ground water. Alternative 3 would be successful in reducing the volume of
: ground water contaminated with VOCs.  Alternatives 10 and 12 would also provide some reduction
-in ground water contaminant toxicity and mobllrty Alternative 1 provrdes no treatment of VOCsin
- the ground water. :

Short-Term Effectiveness - Alternatives 3 and 4 offer the greatest short-term effectiveness
due to the ease and speed with which they could be implemented. - Alternatives 10 and 12 require a
greater implementation period and could require a greater operational period due to their in situ
treatment methods. Alternative 1 involves minimal short-term effects but woald not achieve remedial
goals. : :

" Implementability - Alternative 1 offers the greatest implementability followed by Alternatives |
3 and 4, which involve conventional technologies with proven reliability and performance.
Alternatives 10 and 12 are implementable but, due to their more innovative nature, their reliability and
performance are not well-documented and the availability of equipment and services may be limited.

Cost - The total estimated costs of the four alternatives which include active remediation fall .

© within a range of less than $150,000. The No Action alternative, Alternative 1, which includes

long-term ground water momtonng is the lowest cost alternative. Alternatives 3 and 4-are next in
cost, with very comparab]e total costs. Each of these two alternatives utilizes more conventional .
-technologies and, therefore, is less sensitive to potential variations in assumed technology. costs. The
remaining alternatives in order of increasing cost are Alternative 12 and Altematlve 10, both
innovative altematxves whxch may be sensmve to cost variations. '
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State Acceptance - The preferred altmﬁative, as discussed in tﬁe following section, is
acceptable to the NJDEP (see NJDEP letter of concurrence, Appendix A. A

Community Acceptanc -'Corﬁinuﬁity hcceptén_ce of the preferred alternative has been.
- evaluated on the basis of public comments, as is described in the Responsiveness Summary of this
ROD. ' - o . :

X. SELECTED REMEDY

The following section describes in detail the remedial action which the FAA, in concurrence’
with EPA, has selected to implement at Areas 29 and K. The selected remedial alternative for Areas
29 and K at the FAA Technical Center is Alternative 4, Ground Water Extraction and Carbon
- Adsorption, and Excavation and Off Site Disposal of Soils Contaminated with PCBs and/or TPH, as
presented in the Proposed Plan. Because of the design’s preliminary nature, changes could be
implemented during the final design and construction processes to address unforeseen conditions:and
more cost-effective remedial technologies.for ground water extraction, treatment and recharge. Such

changes will reflect modifications resulting from the engineering design process and will not

substantially change the intent of the selected alternative described herein.

PCB-contaminated soils-which exceed the NJDEP non-residential cleanup criterion of 2 ppm.
" will be excavated and disposed of off site at a landfill licen;ed and permitted to handle the waste. The
main areas of excavation will be within the circular burn area, adjacent to the concrete burn pad, and -
in the former drum storage area (Area K). The volume of soil requiring excavation is estimated to
be approximately 350 cubic yards. Based on existing data, the chemical concentrations in the
excavated soils are not expected to exceed land disposal restrictions. Prior to off site disposal,

remedial sampling and analysis to further characterize thé excavated surface soils will be performed. -
In association with the soil excavation activities, the circular burn area and concrete burn pad will be

demolished and the demolition debris will also be further characterized for off site disposal. Disposal = -

~ of these materials will be performed in accordance with RCRA regulations and Toxic Substances

Control Act (TSCA) regulations which address the remediation of PCB-contaminated materials, as
well as with state and local regulations. . e o , .

The TPH-contaminated soils beneath the former 10,000-gallon underground storage tank
location will be excavated and disposed of off site at a landfill licensed and permitted to handle the
waste. The soils exceeding the NJDEP total organic compound cleanup criteria of 10,000 ppm,

estimated to be approximately 50 cubic yards in volume, will be excavated for off site disposal. Prior -
- to off site disposal, remedial sampling and analysis to further characterize the excavated soils will be
performed. Disposal of these soils will be performed in accordance with RCRA and NJDEP industrial
waste disposal regulations. . '

- Perched ground water will be extracted and treated using carbon adsorption. Pre-treatment
of water to remove iron and other metals or sequestration may be employed to minimize fouling of
carbon beds and the reinjection system. Other dissolved VOC treatment technologies may be
employed as a substitute for ‘carbon adsorption, as long as they meet or exceed the treatment
efficiency of carbon adsorption. Treated ground water will be reinjected back into the subsurface.
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Although not required by EPA, the FAA: will establish 4 Declaratron of Environmental

‘Restrictions where constituents of concern in soil exceed the New Jersey residential soil cleanup =

criteria, to prevent further development of the site for resrdentral use.

XL STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

: Under Sectron 121 of CERCLA and Section 300.430(f) of the NCP, selected remedies must :
" meet certain statutory and regulatory requirements: These requirements and a descnptlon of how the
' selected remedy satisfies each reqmrement are presented below.

Protection of Hgman Health and the Environment

The preferred alternative provides the greatest overall protectron of human health and the
environment by provrdrng remediation of soil contaminants and treatment of both VOCs and SVOCs
in perched ground water. Itis eﬁ'ectxve in the short term, with only minimal risks associated with its
installation and operation. It also utilizes a proven treatment technology which is readxly
lmplemented and its long-term eﬁ’ectxveness and permanence are expected to be good.

Compliance with ARARs ' »
The selected remedy will attain federal ARARs and those New Jersey ARARs whrch are more

" strmgent than federal ARARs for ground water, as well as TBCs for soil quality. A summary of
applicable chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs and TBCs is presented by -
~* mediain Table 5. Table 6 presents numencal chemrcal-specrﬁc ARAR and TBC va]ues _

. ' The selected remedy is. expected to achreve comphance mth NJDEP's non-residential soil

cleanup standards for PCBs (2 ppm) and total organic compounds (including TPH) (10,000 ppm) -
through the excavation and off site disposal of any soils exceeding these standards. ARARs for
ground water (the most stringent of state or federal MCLs and New Jersey Ground Water Quality
Standards) will be achieved through the extraction of perched ground water and subsequent treatment
“through carbon adsorptxon '

The regulatrons established under RCRA, the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act,
TSCA, the New Jersey Hazardous Waste Regulations, the New Jersey Hazardous Discharge Site
~ Remediation Requirements, and the New Jersey Pollutant Discharge Elimination System will apply
* to the implementation of this alternative. Compliance with the Pinelands Protection Act, mcludmg
the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, a TBC, will be required due to the facrhty s location
w1thm the Pinelands. :

Cost-Eﬁ'ectnvgnes : : ,
The selected. remedy is comparable in cost to the other alternatives which provide remedratxon L
_ of the contaminated soils and the treatment of perched ground water. The altérnatives are similar in
their handling of contarmnated soils but vary in their means of ground water treatment. The ground
water treatment component of Alternative 4 provides treatment of both VOCs and SVOCs while

utilizing-a proven treatment technology. Therefore, it prowdes the greatest overall cost-effectiveness
of the alternatives considered. '
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' TABLES

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)

AND TO-BE-CONSIDERED CRITERIA (TBCs)
AREA 29 - FIRE TRAINING AREA AND
AREA K - STORAGE AREA NEAR AREA 29

"~ FAA TECHNICAL CENTF_R

- CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS (Also see Table 6)

Safe Drinking Water Act -

- Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) [40 CFR 141. ll .16, and 141.60 - 63]

Federal maximum permissible contaminant levels allowable for pubhc water systems '
applicable to the remediation of ground water

NJ Safe Drmkmg Water Act

NJ Maximum Contaminant Levels [NJAC 7 105.1-5. 3]

State maximum permissible contaminant levels allowable for public water systems; appllcable
to the remednanon of ground water

NJ Water Pollution Control Act
- NJ Ground Water Quality Standards [NJAC 7: 9-6. 7(c)] 7
State-designated levels of constituents which, when not exceeded, will not prohxbxt or

. significantly impair a designated use of water. Pursuant to NJAC 7:9-6.5(d)(2), ground water . »

at the FAA Technical Center is classified as Class I-PL (Protection Area). Pursuant to NJAC
7:9-6.7(d)(2), the ground water quality criteria for Class I-PL (Protection Area) shall be

background water quality, as that term is defined in NJAC 7:9-6.4. The NIDEP and

Pinelands Commission recognize that technical limitations exist for measuring compliance
with such criteria. The seven constituents listed in Table 6 have either not been detected in
‘background ground water at the FAA Technical Center or - have been detected at
concentrations which are lower than the relevant practical quantitation level (PQL), as that
term is identified in NJAC 7:9-6.4, for each constituent. The background water quality for
each of these constituents is, therefore, lower than the relevant PQL. Pursuant to NJAC 7:9-
6.9(c), where a constituent standard is of a lower concentration than the relevant PQL,

. NIDERP shall not consider a dlscharge to be causing a contravention of the New Jersey.

Ground Water Quality Standards for that constituent so long as the concentration of the
constituent in the affected ground water is less than the relevant PQL for the constituent. The
relevant PQLs for each of the seven constituents in ground water of concern at Areas 29 and
K of the FAA Technical Center are hsted in Table 6. ‘
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' TABLE 5 (Continued)

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
’ : AND TO-BE-CONSIDERED CRITERIA (TBCs) e
' AREA 29 - FIRE TRAINING AREA AND _
- AREAK - STORAGE AREA NEAR AREA 29
FAA TECHNICAL CENTER

'CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC TBCs - ~
*  NJSoil Cleanup Criteria . - = o _
Non-promulgated criteria used to determine the potential need for soil remediation

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS

* - Safe Drinking Water Act ) S o o
Protection of Ground Water Use for Potable Water Supply [40 CFR 149] _
Protects aquifers designated as sole source aquifers -from actions by federally-funded
programs S ' ' '

LOCATION-SPECFIC TBCs o : |
*  Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (NJAC 7:50) : - o
Establishes standards and requirements pursuant to the Pinelands Protection Act designed to

~ promote orderly development of the Pinelands so as to preserve and protect the resources of
~ the Pinelands, including wetland, ground water and air resources, among others.

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
* NI Water Pollution Control Act . . :
. NJPDES Perm_it/Di'schérge Requirements [NJAC 7: 14A-2.1]
State standards for discharges to ground water

K NJ Water Supply Management Act - o - .
: ~ General Water Supply Management Regulations [NJAC 7:19-1.4, 1.5, 1.6(b) and 22]
Well Drilling Permits [NJSA 58:4A-14] S o
Well Certification Forms [NJAC 7:8-3.11] ‘ o
State regulations governing the extraction of ground water at a rate which exceeds 100,000
gallons per day and the drilling and construction of new wells; applicable should the
* extraction rate of the ground water extraction system exceed 100,000 gallons per day and

- applicable to the installation of ground water extraction wells

* ;Toicic' Substances Contro} Act |
Requirements for PCB Spill Cleanup [40 CFR 761. 125] ‘ S
Establishes requirements for the removal and disposal of PCB-contaminated materials.
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: . : _ ' TABLES (Continued)

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
AND TO-BE-CONSIDERED CRITERIA (TBCs)
AREA 29 - FIRE TRAINING AREA AND
AREA K - STORAGE AREA NEAR AREA 29
' FAA TECHNICAL CENTER - -

. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act: (RCRA)
Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste [40 CFR 261]

Waste classification procedures apphcable to the charactenzauon of excavated soils a.nd spent
carbon :

. RCRA
. Standards Apphcable to Generators of Hazardous Waste [40 CFR 262] _ _
Requirements for manifesting, marking and reporting applicable to generators of hazardous
* waste; applicable if wastes shipped off site are determined to be hazardous

. RCRA
- Standards Applicable to Transporters of Hazardous Waste [40 CFR 263]

. - Hazardous Materials Transponatron Act

: Rules for Transportation of Hazardous Materials [49 CFR 171 thirough 179] _
Procedures. for off site shipment of hazardous: materials or wastes; apphcable if wastes
shrpped off site are determined to be hazardous

+ NI Solid Waste Management Act
NJ Hazardous Waste Regulations [NJAC 7: 26—8 5] -

Waste classification procedures applicable to the characterization of excavated sorls and spent
carbon
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. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS AND TBCS
* - AREA 29 - FIRE TRAINING AREA AND
AREA K - STORAGE AREA NEAR AREA 29
FAA TECHNICAL CENTER. -

Benzene , ' : [1]
-Ethylbenzene. _ 700 , , [5)
Methylene Chioride . - 2 12}
Toluene 1 - 1,000 18]
Xylene (total) - , 10,000 1 44 [2]
Tetrachloroethene ™ =~ | 5 - 1 [1]
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1 200 _ . 26 1]

Soil.

Parameter- loe
PCBs SR I 2
Total Organics S o 10,000

(1) MCL - Maximum Contaminant Level, National Primary Drinking Water Regulations, Final
Rule Co : - _ S
(2) Maximum Contaminant Level for Drinking Water; NJ Safe Drinking Water Act,
NJAC7:10-16.7 I o : S
(3) Ground'Wate'r Quality Standards; based on Class I-PL (Protection Area, ground water -
quality criteria shall be the background ground water quality. " As discussed in the
- associated text, when the background water quality is lower than the Practical Quantitation
Level (PQL), a discharge will not contravene the standard so long as the concentration of .
the constituent is less than the relevant PQL. . - ' o E
(4) Compliance with the PCB soil deanup criterion is determined based on 'compliance
’ averaging procedures as described in NJDEP Site Remediation News, Spring 1995, A
Volume 7, No. 2; compliance averaging is not applicable to the total organic soil cleanup. - -
criterion. C : )
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Utilization of P ent Solutions and Alternative Treatment T logies o
The FAA, in cooperation with EPA, has determined that the selected remedy utilizes-
permanent solutions and treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable. This
determination was made based on the comparative evaluation of alternatives with respect to long-

- term effectiveness and permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment,

short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost, as well as the statutory preference for treatment
as a principal element and state and community acceptance. L

The main difference between the alternatives is related to the ground water treatment
technology utilized. Alternative 4 provides for permanent treatment of the ground -water
contaminants through extraction and treatment utilizing carbon adsorption. The contaminants are
permanently removed from the ground water and transferred to-the carbon media for subsequent
disposal or regeneration. The proven nature of the carbon adsorption technology. in treating the
COCs ensures its effectiveness in meeting the remediation goals of the treatment process. The
technology is readily implemented and presents minimal short-term risks. The excavation and off site

- disposal of contaminated soils provides for the permanent elimination of the potential for direct

contact with constituents in these media as well as the removal of these materials from acting as a
potential source of ground water contamination. ' '

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Elemeht- . a ‘
The preferred alternative addresses the principal threat, which is associated with the presence

~ of contaminants in the perched ground water at levels which present unacceptable risks to human
~ health, through treatment of the ground water. Extraction of perched ground water followed by

carbon adsorption will provide treatment of the ground water contamination and will lessen the
potential for the movement of dissolved constituents from the perched water table into the true water

‘table. The preferred alternative also addresses-the presence'of PCBs and TPH in soils through off

site disposal of soils which do not meet New Jersey non-residential soil cleanup criteria (TBCs).

XI. DOCUMENTATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for Areas 29 and K was released for public comment on April 11, 1996.
The Proposed Plan identified Alternative 4, Ground Water Extraction and Carbon Adsorption, and

~ Excavation and Off Site Disposal of Sg")ils Contaminated with PCBs and/or TPH as the preferred

remedy. FAA received no written and verbal comments on the Proposed Plan, either during the

* public meeting or the subsequent 30-day comment period. Consequently, it has been determined that

no significant changes to the remedy, as originally identified in the Prdposed_ Plan, are necessary.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
RECORD OF DECISION
Area 29 - Fire Training Area and
AreaK - Storage Area Near Area 29
FAA Technical Center

 The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to review public response to the Proposed Plan for - -
Areas 29 and K. It also documents the FAA's consideration of such comments dunng the decision-

. making process and provides answers to any major comments raised during the public. comment
period. g _ o . o :

The Résponsiveness Summary is divided into the following sections:

® : Overview - This section briefly describes the selected remedy and any ;_:hange_s to the remédy _ A

_from that included in the Proposed Plan for Areas 29 and K

®  Background on Community Development - This section provides a sﬁmma'ry of community

interest in Areas 29 and K and identifies key public issues. It also describes community
relations activities conducted with respect to these areas of concern. o

e - Summary of Major Questions and Comments - This section summarizes verbal and written

comments received during the public meeting and public comment period.
. L OVERVIEW

The FAA Technical Center is located at the Atlantic City International Airport in Atlantic County,
New Jersey. -Area 29 is located northeast of Atlantic City International Airport runways and
southwest of White Horse Pike and was constructed in the early 1970s for the training of airport fire.
fighting personnel. AreaK is located northwest of the test burn areas at Area 29 and was formerly
used to store drums and tanks. This Responsiveness Summary addresses public resporse to.the
Proposed Plan for Areas 29and K only. ' : . o

The Proposed Plan and dthéf supporting information for Areas 29 and K are available for public .
- . review at the Atlantic County Library, 2 South Farragut Avenue, Mays Landing, New Jersey.
. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT '

This section provides a brief history of community participation in the EIFS activities conducted at’
Areas 29 and K. S '

Throughout the investigation period, the EPA, NJDEP, Atlantic County Department of Health and
the Pinelands Commission have been directly involved through proposal and project review and
comments. Periodic meetings have been held to maintain open lines of communication and to keep
all parties abreast of current activities. ' ‘
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On April 11, 1996 a newspaper nc:%cauon was pubhshed in the Atlantxg City Press inviting the
public to comment on the EVFS pro

time and location of a public meeting to be held to discuss the proposed remedial action, the location

s and Proposed Plan. The announcement also identified the -

of the information repository, the length of the public comment period; and the address to which - '

written comments could be sent. Publlc comments were accepted from Apnl 11. through May 10,
1996. . .

A pubhc meeting was held on May 2, 1996 at the Atlantic County berary in Mays Landmg, New
Jersey. The Areas29 and K EIFS results were discussed. FAA representatives included: Keith C.
Buch, Program Manager, Howard Kimpton, Supervisor, Environmental Section and Gary Poulsen,
Manager, Facility Engineering and Operations Division. Betsy Donovan, Remedial Project Manager,
Federal Facilities Section represented the USEPA Emergency and Remedial Response Division, and
Ian Curtis, Case Manager, represented the NJDEP Bureau of Federal Case Management. Sean:
Clancy represented the Atlantic County Health Department. TRC Envxronmental Corporation, FAA's
environmental contractor, also attended. The complete attendance list is provided as Appendnx B to
this ROD: A transcnpt of the public meetmg is provided as Appendix C. ‘

I - SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS AND QOMMENTS
No questions or comments with regard to the Proposed Plan for Areas 29 and K were raised at the

“ public meeting held on May 2, 1996. In addition, no written comments were received during the
thirty-day public comment period following the public meeting,
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State of Nefu Jersey
Chris_liﬁe Todd Whitman : Department of Environmental Protection Robert C. ._E:ga;-. I
Governor A ) . ) . . : o . . Commissioner

JUL 26 1985

Mr. Keith Buch .

-"FAA Technical Center .
Environmental Programs Branch
ACM-440 - = : ,
Atlantic City International Airport, N.J. 08405 - -

Dear Mr. Buch,

Re: Area 29 and K‘Pr_oposéd Plan -
FAA Technical Center :
Egg Harbor Township, Atlantic County

‘ : The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has reviewed the Drafi
- Final Proposed Plan for Areas 29 and K of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Superfund Site located in Egg Harbor Township, Atlantic County: S '

. and migration. hazards, to eliminate PCB contaminated surface soils, and to.
- eliminate/prevent migration of contaminants in the perched ground water. In order to
meet these objectives, the agencies involved have determined that a remedial action
incorporating ground water extraction and carbon adsorption, combined with excavation

- and off-site disposal of PCB and Petroleum Hydrocarbon contaminated soils would be the

' New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer
o " . ) Recycled Paper . )




~ The previously submmed Proposed Plan for Areas 29 and K had been revnewed and
approved by the NJDEP prior to this latest revision. This copy/revision of the Proposed -
Plan has undergone minor changes in order- clanfy certain statements to make the .
Proposed Plan more consistent with other decision documents at the FAA Technical
Center and other USEPA decision documents.

The Proposed Plan is approved subject to approval of the Pinelands Commtssnon and
addressing the comments below. - ,

- Page 6; In regard to the PCBs in the soil. The current soil cleanup criteria of PCBs

is 0.49 for residential use, and 2 ppm for non-residential (i ndustrial) use. These

- criteria are applicable through the entire soil column (please see attachment) :
Further, the Impact To Ground Water criteria - stated as 100 ppm - is incorrectly

used and has been modified to 50 ppm to be consistent with TSCA requirements.

Impact to ground water criteria is a "screening” criteria which should be used to

determine if ground water investigation is necessary. . In the event that FAA
. chooses to cleanup the soils to the non-residential cleanup criteria, a Declaration
of Envxronmental Restnctlon (DER - deed restnctzon) wnll be necessary. '

- A ma,or remednal objecttve for the remediation of Areas 29 and K is the reductlon
in the human health risks and Hazard Index. The NJ required fisk criteria is 10
and hazard index i is 1. Please state this a remedlal action objective.

The NJDEP has determmed that Alternatlve 4 and the Proposed Plan is consistent with
State regulations and policies. Based on discussions with ‘Kathy Swigon of the Pinelands -
. Commission, the Pinelands Commission will be commenting on-this Proposed Plan
- separately from the NJDEP. Pinelands Commission approval must be obtained prior to
implementation of the Proposed Plan :

If you should have any questions or requnre addmonal information, please do not hesxtate
to contact me at (609) 633-1455: :

Sincefely,

‘Bruce Venner, Chief
Bureau of Federal Case Management

cc.  Kathy Swigon, Pinelands Commission
Betsy Donovan, USEPA - Region Il
George Nicholas, BGWPA
. Steve Byrnes, BEERA
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THE PINELANDS COMMISSION

POBox? .
" - New Lisson NJ 08064 ‘
o : : (609) 894-9342
CHRISTINE TODD WHITMA :
- Governor . .
 April 25, 1996
Ian curtis ' . :
-NJDEP, Bureau of Federal Case Management
- CN 028 ’ : S

401 East State Street .
Trenton, NJ 08625-0028 o o
o ' ' v glg'asé Always Begé;' _To
This icatio umbe
RE: App. No. 87-0046.12
‘ Areas 29 & K :

FAA Technical Center
Egg Harbor TownShip»

Dear Mr. Curtis:.

. The Comhissibn staff has received ahdlréviewed the april,
1996 Superfund Proposed Plan regarding the remediation of soils
-and groundwater. for Area2 29 & K at the FAA Technical Center.

: ‘The Plan will be consistent with the. minimum standards of .
the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan provided that the
groundwater extraction, treatment and reinjection system is
designed to comply with .the non-degradation water quality stan-.
dards and other applicable standards. Please refer to our March
13, 1996 letter (enclosed) regarding Commission concerns and ap-:
Plication requirements for the proposed remedial design. a

If YOu~have‘any questions, pléase contact our development
review staff. o . - ‘

Sincerely, . //;_ o

) — )
W27 P>
William F. Harrison, Esq.
Assistant Director
Encl(1): March i3,'1996 letter |

€cc:- Keith Buch . :
- Jean Oliva (with enclosure)

The Pinelands — Our Country's First Nationa! Reserve
and an International Biosphere Reserve
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THE PINELANDS Commassion -
) POBox? =
New Lisson NJ 08064
: : (609) 894-9342
CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN _
Governor - -
| March 13, 1996
Ian Curtis . -
'NIDEP Bureau of Federal cCase Management
CN o028 : : o '

401 East State Street
Trenton, NJ 08625-028

Please Always gggg; To
RE: App. No. 87-0046.12
FAA Techhical Center
Areas 29 & X
Egg Harbor Township

Dear Mr. curtis: | | | o
' " The Commission staff”has.received and reviewed thé.Revisgd'
Draft Final Proposed Pplan and the Record of Decision (ROD)
regarding the remediation of soils and groundwater for Areas 29 &
K at the Faa Technical center. The revised Plan Proposes the in-

‘Stitution of a Declaration of Environmental Restriction (DER) .for
soils, : : _ ‘

E The proposed remedial alternative'described in the drart ROD.
will be. consistent with the water»quality.standards,of-the-
_Pinelands-Comprehensive Management Pplan (CMP) provided that the
»groundwate:-ext:action, treatment and re-injection system: is
designred so that: S ' : T .

1. Prior to re-injection, the concentrations. of the con--
taminants of concern in the treated groundwater are reduced
Yo a levels that do not exceed the Practical Quantitatipr

The Pinelands — Our Country's First National Reserve
and an lntemaﬂbna.l Blosphere Reserve

. New Jersey IS'AéI. eq;nl Opportunity Employer. » Printed on Rgcy_cléd and Recyclable Paper
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. In addition to meeting the water quality standards of the
CMP, the proposed remedial action must comply with all applicable
. requirements of the CMP, including the standards relating to wet-
lands protection and protection of threatened and endangered.
species. Prior to implementation of the remedial alternative, it
'will be necessary for the Pinelands Commission to determine that
the remedial design plans are consistent with the CMP. In order
for the Commission to make such a determination, the following
information must be provided: : - o IR

1. Fill out, sign, have notarized and return the Pinelands
Comprehensive Managemept Plan’s Application (enclosed).’

2- 2 dated plan showing the location of 211 existing and
proposed development including all existing and
‘proposed equipment, facilities, the treatment system
extraction and injection wells, monitoring. wells,
pipelines, buildings, structures, parking areas, roads,
limits of disturbance and clearing and driveways.

3. The limits of any wetlands located within 300 feet of
. the project must be indicated on a plan. ' ' :

4. Modeling of the expected impacts of the system on the
perched groundwater and an analysis of the expected ef-
ficiency of the treatment unit in reducing the con-
centration of each contaminant of concern. '

. Table 5 of the submitted ROD contains a list of ARAR’s for -
the site. The table should include the regquirements of the
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (N.J.A.C. 7:50-1.1 et
seq.) in this list. The standards of the CMP are ARAR'’S. -

'If you have any questions, please contact our development
review staff. ' : ' ' -

- Sincerely,

will Harrison, Esq.

Assistant Director

TD
Encl(1l): Application Form

cc: Keith Buch
' Jean Oliva
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| X PUBLIC MEETING

: ‘To Discuss the Proposed Remedial Action at
e T '~ Area 29 - Fire Training Area
. Area K - Storage Area Near Area 29 =

2 - Area B - Former Navy Fire Test ?acility

| FAA Technlcal Center
of - o Atlantlc City Internatlonal Alrport, NJ

e Thursday, May 2; 1996

'2:00 p.m.
. Atlantic County Library
2 Southn Farragut Avenue
Mays Landing, NJ 08330

1
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1; For the FAA Technical Cégter: KEITH C. BUCH, Program‘Manager_'

FAA Technlcal Center

17’

o

|

or IRC Environmental Corp.: LARRY BUTLIEN, Project Hydro-
' geologist, TRC Env;ronmental
Corporatlon :

18

vo |

JEAN M. OLIVA, P. E., Progect
"Engineer, TRC EnV1ronmental
Corporation :

THE CORBY GROUP q-m-zﬁ’ o

- GC1 TRANSCRIPTION AND RECORDING SERVICES
505 HAMILTON AVENUE, Suite 107
LINWOOD, NEW JERSEY 08221
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_ INDEX
Opening Remarks and Introductions

Keith C. Buch, Program Manager
FAA Technical Center :

Environmental Investigation

Overview (Areas 29 and K)

Larry Butlien, Project Hydrogeologist
TRC Environmental Corporation

Risk Evaluation and Feasibility

- Study Overview and Presentations

of Proposed Plan (Areas 29 and K) _
Jean M. Oliva, .P.E., Project Engineer

~ TRC Environmental Cprporation

Environmental Investigation

. Overview (Area B)

Larry Butlien

Risk Evaluation and Feasibility"
Study Overview and Presentation

" of Proposed Plan (Area B).

Jean M. Oliva, P.E.

Final Remarks
Keith C. Buch

Questions and Answers

 Page

Page’

~ Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

None
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hearing for Area 29 and Area B. The public hearlng was duly

vhearlng to have a flnallzed rod within —- how many days,

Jean’-

'remed1al 1nvest1gatlons and fea31b111ty studies and: deszgns

I’d llke to 1ntroduce Jean Oliva from TRC and Larry Butllen

‘would you please.

_present a history of how the Tech Center became 1nvolved in

- environmental investigation.

Page‘3
Tape #CP-4-96, Index #0025 at 2:00 p.m.)
| MR. BUCH. Hello. My name is Kelth Buch. I'm the

FAA Superfund Program Manager, and welcome to today’s publlc

advertlsed in the Press of Atlantic City as requlred by the

Superfund regulat;ons. We expect that after today 8 publzc

MS;VOLIVA:_ About nlnety to a hundred'and'twenty.;
MR. BUCH: Okay. And at that point we’ll proceed
with the flnal designs for the cleanup of both Area 29 and

both Area B. 1I'd like at this point to turn the meeting over]
to our technlcal experts from TRC who have been here at the

FAA Tech Center since 1986 performlng all the necessary
that are requlred to effectuate a proper - Superfund Cleanup. ;

from there I’11 let Larry explaln the hydrogeological’

background of ‘the Area 29 and K Superfund Cleanup Larry,

MR. BUTLIEN: Certainly. As“Keith mentioned, my
name is Larry Butlien and I'm the Project Hydrogeologlst from

TRC for the FAA pro;ect 'd first like to very brlefly

5-2-96
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In 1980 and 1981 contamination was found at the

Prlce - Pit Landfill. This'contamination'also'effected the

Atlantic City well field which was located adjacent to

: Price's Pit. price’s Pit is a Superfund gite which is

jocated about three to four miles east-southeast of the
pechnical Center. In 1981 the New Jersey Department of

Environmental Protectlon (NJDEP) and the Atlantic City

_Munlclpal Utlllty Authority (ACMUA) ‘hired Roy F. Weeton.to

conduct a study to relocate the»well field. - As a result of
this study the Technlcal Center was selected ‘as the.best

location for the new Atlantic C1ty well field. Between 1983

and 1984, Weston, through the New Jersey DEP, identlfledvflve

areas w;thln the Technical Center boundaries whlch might

present a potentlal pollutlon impact’ to the new. well fleld. A
- Weston confirmed the presence of the pollutants and the New:

_Jersey DEP issued a consent order to the Technical Center to

perform the remedial 1nvest1gatlon/feasrbxlrty study In
1986 the FAA contracted with TRC Environmental Corporation

to perform a remedial 1nvestlgatlon/feaslblllty study of the

Technical Center grounds. As part of the contract a complete'

‘background 1nvestlgatlon of the Technical Center was

required A total of twenty—flve areas of concern have been

‘identified by the FAA and the U. S. Environmental Protectlon

Agency (USEPA) that requlre evaluatlon.

All the work.tnat TRC has performed has been in

5-2-96




THE CORBY GROUP 1-300.40 ‘

LASER STOCK FORM FMSAN-84

10

1t

12 |

13

15

16

17

18 |

19

Co21

22
23
24

25

,accordance w1th all appllcable federal and state

'env1ronmental laws, statutes and regulatlons.‘ The FAA has

'step of the 1nvest1gative process has been rev1ewed and

proposed plan for three areas: Area 29 the Flre Tralnlng

147
lnformatlon and the results of the remedlal 1nvest1gatlon for'
~ each area, whlle Jean Oliva wlll dlscuss the rlsk evaluatlonsh.

'alternatlves for each area.

>_Internatlonal Alrport runways, with Area K located adjacent

~early '1970’s ‘and was used to train airport fire,fighting.'

} - . _ . Page 5

¥
i

worked closely w1th USEPA, the New Jersey DEP, Atlantlc

County Health Department, and the Plnelands Commlsslon. Eacﬂ

approved by these organlzatlons and no. work has been
conducted until all necessary approvals‘were received.
- (SLIDE PRESENTATION)

The meetlng this afternoon Wlll focus on the i

Area, Area K, the Storage Area near Area 29; and Area B, the
Navy Fire Test Fac111ty. Each area will be dlscussed '
separately, Areas 29 and K will be discussed initially

followed by Area B. I will dlscuss the background

conducted for each area and then will summarlze the remedlal

Area 29 is located northeast of the Atlantlc Clty‘
to Area 29. This slide also shows the locatlons of Area B
and . other areas of concern at the Technlcal Center.

Area 25 -- excuse me. Area 29 is referred to as

the Fire Training Area. This area was constructed in the

5-2-96
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“ﬁage's_'
personnel. The area contalns a 156.foot—diameter burn pad
and-a smaller concrete burn pad where test burns were -
conducted. The area also contalned two underground storage

tanks for the collectlon of run-off from the burn pads and
two above ground tanks located on a small hlll. ‘The two

underground tanks were emptled, removed, and disposed of

‘off-site in an envxronmentally acceptable manner in December

of 1988. Area K, referred to as the Storage Area near ‘Area

V 29,_15 located across the d1rt road from the burn'areas at

'Arear29. This area was used for the storage of drums and

tanks and it was reported'that:the drums were removed off—.

site in an environmentally acceptable manner from the area by
‘the Fall of 1986. | |

‘This next sllde shows the general- layout of Areas'

29 and K. Area 29's boundaries are generally outlined by th
triangular shaped dirt roads in the area. ‘As you can see, a
the center of Area 29 lS the circular. burn pad w1th the

smaller concrete burn pad located to the north. The two

- former underground storage tanks that collected the ‘burn pad

run—-off were located to the east of the small burn pad.~_ The

two above ground -— the two above ground tanks located on th

'small hlll is in the western portlon of the site. Area K is

located northwest of Area 29 on the northwest s;de of the

northeast—southwest trendlng dirt road.

This is a photo - thls is a photograph taken

5-2-96
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recently from the small hlll looklng northeast along the
dlrt road. The small concrete burn pad is in the center of
the photograph and Area X 13 1ocated on the far left-hand |

31de of the photo.

Thls is a photograph taken recently from the'smalli

hill looking east toward the 1arge circular burn pad, and
note the current condltlons showing standlng water in the
mlddle of the burn pad._

Thls is an older photograph taken in 1988 that

shows the small concrete burn pad.

Thls photo was also taken in 1988 show1ng one of

the underground storage tanks used for the collectlon of the

‘burn pad run-off. .This particular tank collected the burn

.pad (slc) from the large circular burn pad and had a ten

thousand gallon capacxty As you can see, this tank was
open-ended on the top V

Thls is a photograph taken in December of 1988

1mmed1ately after the ten thousand gallon tank was removed
'vfrom the ground. ‘
' This flnal photograph shows the above ground tanks

located on the small hill. fhe photo was taken on the west '

side of the hill looklng toward the east.
The goal of the environmental 1nvestlgatlons at
Areas 29 and K was to determine if past site act1v1t1es

resulted in. contamlnatlon of the site’s 80118 and/or ground
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water. The initial 1nvestlgatlon was conducted by ‘Roy F.

Weston in 1983 as part of the Atlantlc City well fleld

relocation study. During this 1n1t1al 1nvestlgatlon, Weston

installed and sampled three ground water monltorlng wells of

which one exhlblted slgnlflcant 1evels of organic compounds.

TRC’s Phase 1 investigation at Areas 29’and K

during 1987 included prellmlnary 1nvestlgatlons 1nclud1ng a
soil gas and a geophysical 1nvest1gat10n. In addltlon, a

 total of sixteen surface soxl samples were collected, four

'3011 borings were drilled, two monltorlng wells were

installed, and a total of flve ground water samples

collected Phase I analyt1cal results 1nd1cated 51gn1f1cant

levels of organlc compounds in the soils and perched ground

water at the site. pec1f1cally, polychlorlnated biphenyls 0l

-(PCBs) and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) were 1dent1f1ed‘

in the soils whlle volatlle organic compounds (VoCs) were
detected in the perched water table aquifer.
This next slide shows the 1ocatlons of all the

Phase I sampllng locations including the surface soil

samples, soil borlngs and monltorlng well locations.

During 1988 TRC conducted a Phase II 1nvest1gatlon

of Areas 29 and K. The purpose of this investlgatlon was to

further define the lateral extent of PCB contamlnatlon in the

surface soils and to determlne if contamination existed

'beneath the two underground storage tanks ‘These'goals‘were

5-2-96
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Page 9

accompllshed by collecting a total of seven surface soil

'samples and elght subsurface .80il samples at the base of . the
_tank excavatlons. As mentloned earller, the two underground

. tanks were removed durlng the Phase I1 1nvest1gatlon. The

Phase II results further defined the lateral extent of PCB

=contam1natlon in the surface soxls while elevated levels of

TPH were detected in the soils beneath the ten thousand '
gallon storage tank.

Thls next sllde shows the locatlons of the Phase 11|

-surface 3011 samples. Four subsurface soil samples were

'collected -from the base of each of the two underground tanks.

o Addltlonal ground water monltorlng at Area 29 was
conducted in December of 1991 and a program of quarterly
ground water monltorlng was 1mplemented at the site startlng
in May 1993 and is still on901ng today. The purpose of the
additional ground water monltorlng was to determine 1f
perched ground water contamlnatlon has mlgrated into the
underlylng true water table aqu1fer. ,

- The results of the varlous 1nvest1gatlons at Areas
29 and K. have 1dent1f1ed a zone of perched ground water
across the site. 1In addition, soil and ground water :
contamlnatlon has been 1dent1f1ed at levels greater than

Current 5011 cleanup criteria and ground water quality

Astandards ' Spec1f1cally, PCB contamlnatlon has been detected ‘

| in the site’s surface and subsurface soils. TPH

5-2-96
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1 contamination was also jidentified in the subsurface soils.
2| And finally, voc contamination has been identified in the

3 perched ground water aquifer above ground water quality

4 standards.V Results from the quarterly ground ‘water sampling

s | program have not identified contaminated ground water;within'
6| the true water table agquifer at levels above ground water

7| quality standards.

8] . _ This slide shows locations offsoil contamina -
9| where soil contamination exceeds the current 3011 cleanupm
w0 | criteria. Spec1f1cally, the areas- 1nclude surface soxls

1 contaminated with PCBs in the 1mmediate ‘vicinity of Area K,

LASER STOCK FORM FMSRN-84

12| the area surroundlng the small concrete burn pad, and within

13| the large_circular burn pad. The max1mum PCB 1evel detected

4| in the surface soils was-thirty parts per million (ppm). The{

15 NJDEP soil cleanup criteria for PCBs is two parts per -

v | million. The other area of soil contamination is at the
;7| location of the former ten thousand gallon underground
18| storage tank. At this location the maximum level_of TPH

19| contamination was fourteen thousand ppm. The NJDEP soil

' THE CORBY GROUP 1.800-255-5040

20 cleanup criteria for total organics is ten thousand ppm.
P “As, mentioned,earlier, during the envxronmental
22 investigations at Area 29, 2 zone of perched ground water was
2| identified across the site.i This perched zone was 1denti£ied.
2¢ | as underlying a sxgnificant portion of Area 29 including the

s | circular and concrete burn,pads.. This slide represents a
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,relatlonshlp -between the perched and true water table

- aquifers. As you can see, the perched water table is

- in lateral and vertica] - extent. The perched ground water is
saturated because it overlies a low—permeablllty silty clay
~be1ng variable in thickness ranging between two and slxteen
'feet tthk ‘with the surface of the clay unlt found at a depth#
'fof ten to fourteen feet below the ground surface. Whlle
~ground water flow in the regional true water table aqulfer
was determlned to be toward the. east-southeast, the flow of
5due to locallzed changes in the slope of the surface of the
_aerlal extent of ground water contamlnatlon in the perched -

'zone where ground water quallty standards have been exceeded

'con31stent1y exhibited vOCs above ground water quallty

_t ' o Page 1

L4
'

schematic geologic cross—sectlon of Area 29 show1ng the

situated above the true water table and ig relatlvely llmlt
formed where the soil in the unsaturated zone is locally

or. clayey silt ‘zone situated above the true water table.

Durlng the 1nvest1gatlon the clay unit was 1dent1f1ed as

perched ground water was estimated to be much more varlable

Clay unlt.,

 This sllde represents an approx1matlon of the
Ground water results from monltorlng well 29-MWZS have
standards, while exceedances of ground wvater qualltles

standards have been more sporadic and perlodlc in monltorlng

well 29-MW3S
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my name is Jean Ollva and I'm a project. englneer'with TRC

since 1989.

- potential risks assdciated with exposures to soil and ground

' there is no drinking water well currently located at Areas 29

is approprlate. A qualltatlve assessment of ecologlcal risks

'~ page 12

. This slide represenrs a.contour map and ground
water flow direct;on of the true water table aquifer. As -
staued.earlier, the ground water flow dlrectxon in the ‘true
water table aqulfer is toward the east-southeast dlrectlon as:
represented by contourxng the water level elevatlons in the |
wells screened in the true water table aquifer.

I would now like to turn the presentatlon over to
Jean Oliva of TRC. She will summarlze the rlsk evaluatzon
and uhe'renedial actiOn.objectlves assoc1ated with Areas 29‘
and Area-K.. | | | ' |

MS. OLIVA: - Thank you, Larry. BAs Larry mentioned,

Environmental Corporatlon and I have been involved in

feasibility study act1v1t1es at the FAA Techn1cal Center
(SLIDE PRESENTATION CONTINUED)
Based on the results of ;he site 1nvest1gat10ns, a
human health risk asaessment was conducted to evaluate

water. Ground water ingestion was evaluated even though

or K. The rlsk estlmated for ground water ingestion was.

above acceptable 11m1ts 1nd1cat1ng that a remedial response

also: 1dent1f1ed a potentlal risk to wildlife.

5-2-96
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‘_ ' 1 ' - Based on the results of the risk assessment and. the‘
| 2| site investigation, objectlves were developed for a remed1a1 |
i_a response -as llsted here. 1In general these objectlves 1nc1ud
4"prevent1ng exposures to contaminants in soil and ground water'

5| and mlnlmlzlng the potential mlgratlon of these contamlnants.~

6"Based on these obJectlves, a feasibility study was conducted.

7 : This slide hlghllghts the elements of a feaslblllty

g 8 study.: Inltlally, remedial technologles are 1dent1f1ed and
§- 9 fscreened to determlne whlch technologles are most appropriate
g 10 for use at the site. The selected technologles are then used_
§ -'1 to develop remedlal alternatlves which are evaluated based on
g . 12 | nine criteria deflned in the federal regulations.
S 13 | _ : The alternatlves that were developed for Areas 29
. - 1 _ | and K 1nclude a no-action alternatlve whlch must
o - -
‘A ‘ 15 ‘be con51dered based on federal regulatlons. The
§ ‘ 16 _ '} second alternatlve involves the placement of a cap.
.§' , 17 ' over contamlnated SOllS which would address
B 4 .
g_ 18 . Av, potential exposures to the soils but would not
g-'7 19 S _address ground water contamlnatlon. The next two .
..h a m-i - o alternatlves 1nvolve ground ‘water extractlon and
7 2 o - treatment in comblnatlon w;th s01l excavatlon and-
2| v off-gite disposal.  The first of the tvo
. 2| - alternatlves involves air strlpplng in which ground'
2| . water contamlnants are transferred to the vapor '
as S , phase. The second of the two alternatives involves
5-2f96
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‘carbon adsorption in ‘which the ground water

, contaminants are transferred to a carbon filter i

media. The last’ two remedial alternatives employ

“in situ, or in—place, remedial actions which ‘do not!

N | inVoive-ground water extraction. They would also
pe combined with soil excavation and offesite '
disposal. The'first of the two in situ remedial
alternatives uses processes similar to air
‘stripping but applies them below ground to remove
contaminants from the ground water. ‘The second
alternative uses microbes to break down the ground
water contamination.

Each of the remedial alternatives.underwent a.

detailed evaluation pased on the nine criteria listed here.

The alternatives and their evaluations ‘are described.in’more
detail in the proposed plan. CompTiance with the last
criterion community acceptance Will be determined based on
public comments Whlch 1°11 discuss in more detail later in
this presentation.

Based on the detailed analysis of the remedial

alternatives, a preferred remedy was selected for Area5'29 angi

K. The preferred remedy: con51sts of ground water extraction
and. treatment uSing carbon adsorption in combination’ with

soil excavation and off—61te disposal as well as the

establishment of a Declaration of EnVironmental Restrictions

5—2—96




THE CURBY GROUP 1-30@255-. o

LASER STOCK FORM FMSRN-94

10 |

11

12

13

. 14

18

19

20

21

24

25

‘Page 15

to ensure that future re31dent1a1 site development does not

occur. This alternatlve offers the greatest overall

yprotectlon of human health in the env1ronment through 1ts

off-51te dlsposal of contamlnated soils and its ablllty to

_ treat the ground water contamlnants. It is also cost-

effectlve and meets regulatory requlrements.-
I will now turn the presentatlon back to Larry

Butllen of TRC who will déscribe the 1nvestlgatlons that

‘were conducted at Area B,. the Navy Flre Test Fac111ty

Larry.
MR. BUTLIEN: ‘Thanks, Jean. _
(SLIDE PRESENTATION CONTINUED)
First I want to just. talk briefly about the

background 1nformatlon and the results of the remedlal

‘1nvestlgatlon at Area B,

Area B is located in the southwestern portlon of

- the FAA Technical Center property The South Branch of

Doughty 5 Mill. Stream is located along the southern portlon

of the area. Area B is located approxlmately forty—flve

hundred feet upstream of the Upper Atlantic Clty Reservolr.

'Thls sllde also shows the locatlons of Area 29 and K, and

other areas of concern relatlve to Area B.

Area B is referred to as the Navy Fire Test

» Facility The area. was used durlng the late 1950 s and early,

1960's for aircraft fire tralnlng A review of historical .
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aerial photographs indicates that the hlghest level of

activity occurred between 1957 and 1962. .During thls t1me '

-frame aircraft and sectlons of alrcraft were located

throughout the area and portlona of the area’'s ground.
exhibited dark-colored stains. By 1965 the area had been
grassed over. A portion of the area was later_used for GSA .
motor pool parking. Today a majority of Area B is grass-—
covered with a heavily wooded area in the souther portion of

the site along the stream.

This next slide shows the general layout of Area B
Shown are the;approx1mate llmlts of the Navy Fire Test Area )

- and then the smaller area showing the- 'GSA Motor Pool parklng

location. Also note - the South Branch .of Doughty’s. Mill

:Stream along the. southern portlon of the area and that the -——
‘and ‘also the locatlon of the former wastewater treatment

‘plant which was closed and demolished in 1992.

This photo was taken in 1988. t shows the

southern portion of the site. I'm sorry This photo~was

‘taken in 1987 from the northern portlon of Area B 1ook1ng

»southWest toward the wastewater treatment fac111ty Note the

dirt road which essentlally separates Area B into the

northern and southern-halves, and also note that the area 15

Agenerally an open ‘grassy field.

Thls next photo was taken in 1988 and shows the f

southern portlon of the 51te. The South Branch of Doughty s
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- wells whlch is located adJacent to the stream.

Area B was to determlne 1f past site. act1v1t1es resulted in

at Area B dating: back to 1987. TRC’'s. Phase I 1nvest1gatlon
~at Area B 1ncluded prellmlnary 1nvestlgatlons -such as soil
10

. total of five surface soil samples, four soil borings, and
one stream sedlment and surface water sample was collected
15
16 .}

sampling locatlons 1nclud1ng surface 3011 samples, soil

borlngs .and the one sedlment/surface water sampllng.

.of Area B. The purpose of thls 1nvestlgatlon was to further

! o - ' - Pagel?
Mill Stream 15 located - lmmedlately behind the front edge of

the wooded area. Also note one of the Bite’s monltorlng

The goal of the: env1ronmental investigations at

contamination of the 81te 6 soils and ground water. TRC has

gas surveys and a geophysical Ainvestigations. - In addltlon, a
four subsurface sozl samples were collected In addition,

from the South Branch and three monltorlng wells were_
1nstalled at the site. '

The next slide shows locatlons of all the Phase I

During 1988 TRC conducted & Phase II 1nvestlgatlon '

deflne the lateral eéxtent and chemical nature of a floatlng
product layer which had been 1dent1fied in monltorlng well
B-MW3S follow1ng the Phase I investigation. These goals were _a
accompllshed by drllllng a total of twelve soil borlngs

within seventy—flve feet of the well - Organic vapor

5~2-96
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headspace readlngs ‘were measured in the soil. samples.

collected from each 3011 boring. Elevated readings were

‘plotted to determlne the lateral eXteht of the subsurface

contamination assocxated thh the floating product. VIn.'
addition, a sample of the floating product was collected and
was determined to be similar to gasoline. . Flnally, a sample
of ground water beneath the floating product was collected
and analyzed and it determined to exhlblt elevated 1evels:o£
vOCs . | | |
This next slide shous the locatiohs of the Phase 11|
soil borings drilled in:the v1c1n1ty of well Mw3s. It also
shows the-approxlmate extent of the floatxng product based on
thelelevated headspace readlngs. Also note the dlrectlon of
shallow ground¢water-flow'toward the southeast, which is
toward the SOuth'Branch. | " | 4 |
| Durlng 1989 TRC conducted a supplemental
investigatlon. The purpose of. this 1nvestigation was to
further define the subsurface soil quality in the area of the

floating product.- This was~accbmplished'by drilling’two soil]f.

horings and collectlng three subsurface soil samples'for

chemical analysis. The results of the soil testing did not

ndlcate any exceedance of federal or state soil standards.v
» This next slide shows the locations of the .

supplemental investigatlon 5011 borlngs drilled adjacent to

well MW3S.

. §-2-96
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1 o A number of additional 1nvestlgatlons were.

2 | conducted at Area B to determlne the source of the

3 contamlnatlon and to further dellneate the nature and extent
4| of ground Water contamination at the site. Durlng August of

: 5 1992 a HydroPunch study was conducted and focused on areas of.

p stalned so;ls and alrcraft staging areas that were visible 1n

‘.7_ the hlstorlcal aerial photographs. A total of ten HydroPunch

8 locatlons were sampled in whlch shallow ground water was .

9 collected The results of this study dld not 1dent1fy a

t
H

10 | source of the floatlng product.

11 . . The next 1nvestlgatlon occurred in January of 1993

LASER 5TOCK FORM FMSAN.g4

12| and 1ncluded the ‘installation of two addltlonal monltorlng
13| wells, downgradlng of well MW3S to further deflne the nature "
14 | and extent of dlssolved ground water contamlnatlon.. These"
.,5 wells were sampled durlng February -and May of 1993 and

16 determlned to contaln several chlorinated VOCs at levels
:,,' above federal and state ground water quallty standards.

T ”A , During July ‘of 1993 a4 Geoprobe 1nvest1gatlon ‘was’

19 | conducted to further define the extent of the floatlng

' THE CORBY GROUP 1-300-‘0_, o

20| product as well as the nature and extent of dlssolved ground
2 water contamlnatlon up gradlent and 'down gradient of well

22| MW3S. A total of twenty—81x Geoprobe ground water samples
‘25 ‘were collected during this 1nvest1gatlon. The results of the
24 :Geoprobe samples resulted in the 1nstallatlon of four addl-

‘25 | tional monltorlng wells, one located up -gradient, one side
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_gradient,‘and two down gradlent of well 38. In addition,'on
.subsurface soil sample was collected and analyzed from each

_ of the new monitoring well soil borings. The results of this

1nvestlgatlon further deflned the extent of the floating
product and the nature and extent of the dissolved ground
water contamlnatlon plume. : A '

Lastly, a program of quarterly ground water and

surface water monitoring was lmplemented at Area B starting

in February of 1993 and ls st111 ongoxng The purpose of the-'

monitoring was to determrne trends in the dlssolved ground

water contamination, evaluate the South Branch surface water

‘quality adjacent'to the site, and to measure the product

thickness in well MW3S.
(POSTER BOARD)

I would llke to now direct your attention to the

’poster board —- 1'11 move 1t a llttle closer. This poster

board basically shows the colored areas whlch represent the

historical ground scars and stalned goils - that were .

‘indicated from the aerlal —-— the hlstorlcal aerial

photographs. Shown on—thls poster are all the env1ronmental
inﬁestidations that have peen conducted during the Phase I
and'Phase-II supplemental in the HydroPunch investigation.
The'HydroPunch 1nvest1gatlon focused on areas ‘within or down

gradlent of the stained soil area as represented ‘by these -

‘black symbols here, and this generally just glves you kind of
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: 1] a general overview of the hlstorlcal site use with —- like I
2 sa1d of the ground stains and scars, and also shows airplaneﬂ
3 hfuselage locations relatlve to the varlous lnvestlgatlon
A4 sampling locatlons. » '

s| | (SLIDE PRESENTATION coNTINUED)

6 I This next slide shows the locations-of the twenty—

7| six Geoprobe ground water samples and the four new- monltorln

8| wells assoc;ated Wlth the 1nvestlgatlon. Also shown is the

9 'updated approxlmatlon of the lateral extent of the floating
10 -product plume in the v1c1n1ty of Mw3s '
,,' . Thls next sllde identifies the locatlons of the

12! three wells and the three surface: water sampling statlons .

LASER 5TOCK FORM FMSFN-p4

13 sampled during the ongoing quarterly ground water sampllng
14 | areas. _ |

15 The results of the varlous 1nvest1gatlons at Area B _

16 | have 1dent1f1ed a zone of contamlnated ground water at levelsf
7 exceedlng federal and state ground water quallty standards.
w| In addltlon, a plume of floating product has been 1dent1f1ed

{9 in the southern portion of the site. The floatlng product

THE CORBY GROUP 1-ada~z.o -

20 | has been identified as being similar to gasollne and as

-21 ’measured in MWBS has ranged in thickness between zero and

zé elght 1nches. The aerial: dlmen51ons of the product plume are
23 approx1mately sixty feet long by twenty—flve feet w1de. The
24 major dlssolved ground water contamlnants exceedlng the N

2s | ground water quallty standards 1nclude aromatlc and

5—2-95
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. chlorinated VOCs. However, nO specific oontaminant source
~,| area or areas have been jdentified during the various. |
3 investigations at Area B. | o

a | This shows the aerial extent of ground-water

s contamination where the ground water quality standards have
¢ | been exceeded. As you can see, this area is in the southern
5| portion of the site immediately- north of the stream. ‘

) 1 would now like to turn ‘the presentation Jback overf

) to'Jean who-will.summarize the risks assoc;ated with the .

10 contamination found at Area B, and also summarize the

" remedial action ob]ectives assoCiated with the site.

12 | MS. OLIVA: Based on the results of the site

" LASER STOCK FORM FMGRN-84

43 investigations at Area B, @ human health risk assessment was’

14 conducted to evaluate potential risks assoc1ated.w1th

15 exposures to the soil and ground water. Again, ground water

18 _ingestion was evaluated even’ though a drinking water wvell
47 | does not exrst at Area B. The risk estimated for ground
s | water ingestion was above acceptable limits, indicating a

.5 | remedial response is appropriate. A quantitative assessment

THE CORBY GROUP 1-800-255-8040

| Of ecological risks also identified a potential risk to

| wildlife. : .

22 o Remedial objectives were developed for a renedial

'f .3 | response as 1isted here. The objectives ‘include preventing_
24 exposures to both the floating'product and the ground_water

25 contamination and minimizing the-potential migration of these|

5-2-96
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1 contamlnants. Based on these obJectiVes a feaslblllty study
2| was conducted
sl ' _ The Area B Fea31b111ty Study used the same _
;,'technology evaluation and alternative development process
5 whlch was used for the Areas 29 and K Feaslblllty Study.
6 _ The remedlal actlons developed for Area B 1nclude
4 : ' the no actlon alternatlve, there are three |
'g. 'as - o alternatlves in which floatlng product and ground.
'%. .9 . water —-- and ground water would both be extracted l'
g 10 - _ w1th the product treated off-site and the ground |
fg' _,{ _ . water treated on-site usxng various technologles.
”% ,é As I mentloned for Areas 29 and K, the air
13 - ‘strlpplng alternatlve, whlch is the first of - these
14 o three alternatives, utlllzes a technology whlch
< 15 - ‘ transfers ground water contamlnants to ‘the vapor
' 6| | Phase. The second of the three alternatlves uses
é }7 " ultrav1olet or UV oxldatlon where contamlnants
'g _ 18 |- o are destroyed by exposrng them to ultrav1olet llght
g }9‘ o | in the presence of oxldlzers. The last of the
. 20 - -three alternatlves 1ncludes cross-flow
‘21 . pervaporatlon, a technology which uses a selective
22 e membrane that allows certaln organlc compounds to
s | :‘pass through the membrane . and be separated from thel
24 . water phase. The last remedlal alternatlve
25 o - involves in situ treatment in whlch the floatlng
5-2-96
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'product and ground water would be treated-without

being extracted from the-ground. The air

sParging/vapor extractlon ‘technology uses-procesSesb

similar to alr strlpplng but applles them below :

ground to remove the contamlnants.

Each of the remedial alternatives underwent a
detailed evaluation based on the nine Superfund criteria

and, agaln, public comments w111 provzde the basls for'

determining compllance wlth the last crxterlon communlty

acceptance.
| Based on. the detalled analysxs of the remedial

alternatives, no action is the preferred remedy for Area B

soils.  For ground water at Area B, & preferred remedy and a

ntlngency remedy were selected. The preferred ground water

remedy cons;sts of in s;tu treatment to the ground water
u51ng air sparglng and vapor extractlon. '

1 wanted to descrlbe -the-air sparging treatment

system. In air sparglng treatment, air is 1njected beneath

the water table using an air sparging well. As the air

‘pubbles move upward to the soil, ground water and any

fIOating produet~wh1ch may be present, they strip awayithe

extracted using a vapor extraction well and, 1f.necessary,

- yolatile contaminants. The air with the contaminants is then

is

treated before bexng released. Additional testing needs. to.

be conducted at Area B to ensure “that the subsurface
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1| conditions are ‘appropriate for the use of this technology.

2. _ In the event that this preferred alternatlve is not
3 approprlate for use at Area B, then the contlngency remedy

4 vwlll be employed. ang the contlngency remedy consxsts of

5 _floatlng products and ground water extractlon W1th off—slte
é. incineration of the floating pProduct and alr strlpplng of the

7 contamlnated ground water,

8 ' In an air strlpplng system the extracted ground

¢ | water is allowed to flow down over packlng materlal to a g
10| stripping tower as air is blown countercurrent to the-
1 idlrectlon of the water flow. As the air passes over the

s -water it strlps away the volatile contamlnants and they re

LASER STOCK FORM FMSAN-94

13 | released: through the- top of the air strlpper.

_{g' o .. . -Both. the preferred ground water remedy and the

15 vcontlngency remedy are protective of human health in the

18 'env1ronment because they both treat the floatlng product and

47 the ground water contamlnants ' Slnce the contingency remedy

18 utlllzes the same basic treatment processes as the cross-flow

1w | — 17 m sorry —- as the alr sparging vapor extractlon, theyk

THE CORBY GROUP 1-::'0@!040 .

20 Aoffer - both alternatlves .offer a s;mllar degree of
21'Veffect1veness.
& , And thls last slide shows the process that will be

23 | used to determlne the f1nal remedial actions at Areas 29 and

24 K and Area B. Through this meeting as well as an ong01ng

25 chlrty day public comment perlod the FAA is. sollc1t1ng

5-2~9¢
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; | public comments on the Proposed Plens. We're right in thisp
;I area here. . Written comments W111 be accepted through- Mny

3 joth and verbal comments will be acce pted here this afternoon-
.| following these presentations. . Based on the Proposed Plan
s | and the puhlic comments, a Records of pecision will be

e prepared for each; Areas 29, K and Area B.-.The Records of

7 'Decision will include Responsiveness Summaries whlch will) __Vv

¢ | address all publlc comments whlch will be recexved durlng the o
o public comment period.- Upon flnallzatlon of the Records of
10 pecision, a notice will be prlnted in the Press and a copy of

4y | the Records of Decision will be placed in the Adminlstratlve

LASER STOCK FORM FMSRN-84

12 Record which is malntalned ln the reference sectlon here at

13 the Library.

14 1 will now turn the presentation back to Keith Buchj|
of the FAA Technical Center. Keith. |

18 : ‘MR. BUCH- Well, t thank you, Jean and Larry. 1'd

47 | Jjust 1ike to state for the record that all practices'that led

| to the contaminatibn of ground water and soil that we have

19 prev1ously viewed have been eliminated at the FAA Technlcal

THE CORBY GROUP 1-800-255-5040

20 | Center, and that the FAA is currently in compllance Wltb all
2 'federal, state,_and local. regulations respectlng the handling'
22 'storage and disposal of hazardous waste and materials. | A
23 ._ At this p01nt we will end the formal presentation
.« | and will open the floof up to interested members of the

25 | public that may have questions regarding what they've seen
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for the past forty minutes, If~y6u do have a qQuestion,

the audience and there are no questions; I will now close

this public méetihg. Thank youy forvcoming.and Please come tof

. our next meeting.

(Ended at Index #1329 at 2:45 P.M.)

K * * * * * * * * %

CERTIFIC]Z TION ,
T, CAROL PLATT, agent for gep TRANSCRIPTION AND

_RECORDING‘SERVICES,>a Notary Public’and'State- and Federal-

before set forth.

(?iz¢4€f7%%é229“
) CAROL PLATT
Notary Public of New Jersey
My Commission expires July, 1997

Dated:
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